


                                   
                               

                                 
                                   
           

                                           
                                         
                                           

                             
                                           

                                     
                

             

                            

                                      
        

                          
                            

                          
   

                                   
                           
                                   

                             
                  

 

National Environmental Policy Act Statement 
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 United States Code 4332) requires that all federal 
agencies prepare a detailed Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for major federal actions that will significantly affect 
the quality of the human environment. The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is therefore required to prepare an 
EIS for proposals funded under its authority if such proposals are determined to be major actions significantly affecting 
the quality of the human environment. 

The EIS process is carried out in two stages. The Draft EIS is circulated for review by federal, state, and local agencies 
with jurisdiction by law or special expertise, and made available to the public. The Draft EIS must be made available to 
the public at least 15 days before the public hearing. A 60‐day comment period is provided from the date the Draft EIS 
availability notice is published in the Federal Register. The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) must 
receive agency comments on or before the date listed on the front cover of the Draft EIS unless a time extension is 
requested and granted by WisDOT and FHWA pursuant to 23 USC 139(g)(2)(A). After the Draft EIS comment period has 
elapsed, work may begin on the Final EIS. 

The Final EIS will include the following: 

1.	 Identification of the preferred course of action (alternative) and the basis for its selection. 

2.	 Basic content of the Draft EIS, along with any changes, updated information, or additional information as a result of 
agency and public review. 

3.	 Summary and disposition of substantive comments on social, economic, environmental, and engineering aspects 
resulting from the public hearing/public comment period and agency comments on the Draft EIS. 

4.	 Resolution of environmental issues and documentation of compliance with applicable environmental laws and 
related requirements. 

FHWA will issue a single Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision document pursuant to Pub. L. 
112‐141, 126 Stat. 405, Section 1319(b), unless FHWA determines statutory criteria or practicability considerations 
preclude issuance of the combined document pursuant to Section 1319. Both the Draft and Final EIS are full‐disclosure 
documents that provide descriptions of the proposed action, the affected environment, alternatives considered, and an 
analysis of the expected beneficial or adverse environmental effects. 
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Summary 
Description of the Proposed Action 
The proposed action is to reconstruct Interstate 94 (I‐94) between 70th Street and 16th Street in Milwaukee,
 
Wisconsin. The scope of the proposed action is to rebuild the freeway and bridges, modify interchange access
 
to improve safety and traffic flow, and reconstruct local streets affected by the freeway reconstruction.
 
The proposed action would accomplish the following:
 

 Maintain a key link in the local, state, and national transportation network.
 
 Address the obsolete design of the I‐94 East‐West Corridor to improve safety and decrease crashes.
 
 Replace deteriorating pavement.
 
 Accommodate existing and future traffic volumes at an acceptable level of service.
 

The project would neither require nor foreclose future transportation improvements identified in the regional
 
transportation plan. The project would provide a safer and more efficient transportation system in the I‐94 East‐

West Corridor, while minimizing impacts to the natural, cultural, and built environment to the extent feasible and
 
practicable.
 

The study‐area termini are 70th Street on the west and 16th Street on the east. The service interchanges along I‐94 at
 
68th/70th Streets, Hawley Road, Mitchell Boulevard, 35th Street, and 25th/26th/28th Street are included in the study, as
 
is the Stadium Interchange, a system interchange1 (Exhibit S‐1). The Bluemound Road/Wisconsin Avenue/Wells
 
Street service interchange with US 41 is also included as part of this study. At each interchange, the project limits
 
extends until each crossroad ties in to existing alignment. The termini for the study generally match the termini for
 
two previously completed studies of the southeastern Wisconsin freeway system: the Zoo Interchange study,
 
located west of the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study area, and the Marquette Interchange study, located to the east.
 

The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are the
 
lead state and federal agencies, respectively, for the project.
 

Purpose and Need for the Project 
The purpose of the project is to address the deteriorated condition of I‐94, obsolete roadway and bridge design, 
existing and future traffic demand, and high crash rates. A combination of the following factors demonstrates the 
need for the transportation improvements in the I‐94 East‐West Corridor: 

	 System linkage and route importance—I‐94 is a major east‐west freeway link across the northern United 
States and is part of the National Highway System. It is also a federal and state “long truck route” and a 
backbone route in WisDOT’s Connections 2030 Long‐Range Multimodal Transportation Plan. I‐94 is a critical 
link in Milwaukee County’s freeway system. In addition to serving long‐distance travelers and regional and 
national freight movement, the study‐area freeway system is an important commuter route for many of the 
employees who work in Milwaukee County. 

	 Existing freeway conditions and deficiencies—This segment of I‐94 was completed in 1963. Over the years, 
the concrete pavement has become worn and cracked. WisDOT resurfaced I‐94 in the mid‐1970s, late 1990s, 
and again in 2011–2012, which returned a smooth riding surface to the roadway, but did not address the 
cracks in the concrete or the voids in the gravel base under the pavement. In addition to the physical 
condition, there are other substandard design elements, such as inadequate ramp spacing, that must be 
addressed. Perhaps the most notable functional deficiencies are the closely spaced service interchanges and 
the combination of left‐ and right‐hand entrance and exit ramps, which are contrary to driver expectations 
and result in major safety and operational problems, such as traffic weaving and congestion. The condition of 

1 A service interchange connects a freeway to arterial or collector roads. A system interchange connects two or more 
freeways. 
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bridges in the study area has deteriorated over the years due to age, heavier than expected traffic, road salt, 
freeze‐thaw cycles, and water entering cracks in the bridges. At some locations, bridge clearances (the vertical 
distance from the pavement to the lowest portion of the bridge above the roadway) are below current 
accepted criterion. 

	 Safety—From 2005 to 2009, there were 2,230 crashes (not including deer/other animal crashes) on the 
freeway and interchange entrance/exit ramps, or roughly 1.2 crashes per day. Crash rates in the I‐94 East‐
West Corridor are mostly at least 2 to 3 times higher than the statewide average for similar roadways, and 
several sections are more than 4 times higher than the statewide average. On the study area freeway system, 
the most common types of crashes were rear‐end, single‐vehicle off‐road, and sideswipe. 

	 Existing and future traffic volumes—This segment of I‐94 carries 143,000 to 160,500 vehicles on an average 
weekday. Currently, during the heaviest traffic periods, level of service on I‐94 ranges between level of 
service C and level of service F. By 2040 (the project’s design year), traffic volumes are expected to rise to 
approximately 160,000 to 186,000 vehicles per day, which represents an 11 to 16 percent traffic increase over 
the current conditions. By 2040, I‐94 would generally operate at level of service D to F during the morning 
peak period and at level of service E or F in the evening peak period. 

Section 1, Purpose and Need for the Project, discusses the factors in more detail. The need for the proposed 
improvements sets the stage for developing and evaluating possible improvement alternatives. 

Alternatives Considered 
Section 2, Alternatives Considered, describes the range of alternatives developed to address the factors identified 
in Section 1, Purpose and Need for the Project, and describes the basis for retaining alternatives for additional 
study or eliminating alternatives from consideration. WisDOT and FHWA developed and evaluated a wide range of 
alternatives to address the deficiencies on I‐94. The alternatives were presented to the public and assessed to 
determine their environmental impacts and the extent to which they fulfill the purpose of the project. The initial 
range of alternatives considered includes the following: 

	 No‐build alternative—No safety or capacity improvements would be made. Only maintenance and minor 
improvements would be performed. This alternative serves as a baseline for comparison to the build 
alternatives. 

	 Transportation Demand Management—This alternative strives to reduce the number of auto trips through 
increased transit ridership and other strategies. The public transit system element of A Regional 
Transportation System Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin: 2035 (Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning 
Commission [SEWRPC] 2006a) recommends several ways to increase mass transit in Milwaukee County. 

	 Transportation System Management—This alternative includes measures to maximize the efficiency of the 
highway system to help alleviate or postpone the need to expand freeway capacity. The Transportation 
System Management element of the SEWRPC regional transportation plan recommends measures such as 
freeway traffic management (ramp meters, bus, and high‐occupancy vehicle lanes on entrance ramps) and 
intelligent transportation systems (advanced traveler information for transit and highway travel conditions). 

	 Build Alternatives: 

	 Replace‐in‐Kind Alternative—The I‐94 East‐West Corridor would be replaced in its current configuration 
with three lanes in each direction, left‐hand entrance and exit ramps, and closely spaced interchanges. 

	 Spot Improvements—Replacing the existing roadway and bridges in or close to their existing configuration, 
while addressing safety issues that can be fixed with little or no new right‐of‐way acquisition. 

	 Modernization Improvements (6‐lane)—Replacing the existing roadway and bridges and completely 
reconfiguring I‐94 to address the safety issues described in Section 1, Purpose and Need for the Project. 
Transportation System Management measures are included as part of the alternative. 
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SUMMARY 

	 Modernization Improvements with Added Capacity (8‐lane)—Replacing the existing roadway and bridges 
and completely reconfiguring I‐94, while adding 1 new lane in each direction to address the safety and 
congestion issues described in Section 1, Purpose and Need for the Project. Transportation System 
Management measures are included as part of the alternative. 

The modernization improvements with added capacity (8‐lane) alternative was retained for detailed study 
following an alternatives screening process because it meets all purpose and need elements and has the 
appropriate number of lanes for future traffic volumes. The 6‐lane modernization improvements alternative was 
eliminated from further study due to its inability to meet the project’s purpose and need. WisDOT and FHWA 
developed and evaluated several 8‐lane modernization alternatives for the project. The alternatives were 
evaluated on the following: ability to meet project purpose and need; construction cost; ability to avoid and 
minimize impacts to the natural and built environment; and input received from local governments, resource 
agencies, and the public. Federal and state laws, such as Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act, and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, were also 
considered in evaluating alternatives. 

Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
Through the alternatives screening process, the following alternatives were retained for detailed study for the 
I‐94 East‐West Corridor: 

	 West segment (70th Street to Stadium Interchange) 

	 Add a 4th lane in each direction, with either no Hawley Road Interchange or a half‐interchange at 
Hawley Road (entrance/exit ramps to and from the west), and narrow lanes and shoulders through 
cemetery area (At‐grade alternative) 

	 Add a 4th lane in each direction, with Hawley Road Interchange and double deck (all up or partially down) 
through cemetery area (Double Deck alternative) 

	 East segment (Stadium Interchange to 16th Street) 

	 Add a 4th lane in each direction, with a modified single‐point interchange at the Stadium Interchange and 
remaining nearly on‐alignment east of 32nd Street (On‐alignment alternative)2 

	 Add a 4th lane in each direction, with a modified single‐point interchange at the Stadium Interchange and 
an off‐alignment segment east of 32nd Street (Off‐alignment alternative) 

	 No‐build (retained for comparative purposes) 

All of these build alternatives are interchangeable. For example, both the On‐alignment and Off‐alignment 
alternatives in the east segment are compatible with the Double Deck alternative in the west segment. The same 
holds true for the At‐grade alternative. The four alternatives are: 

 At‐grade (west segment) and On‐alignment (east segment) 
 At‐grade (west segment) and Off‐alignment (east segment) 
 Double Deck (west segment) and On‐alignment (east segment) 
 Double Deck (west segment) and Off‐alignment (east segment) 

Environmental Impacts 
Overall, the impacts of the Modernization Alternatives are greater than the No‐build alternative and the other 
alternatives considered. 

2 Although this alternative is referred to as “On-alignment,” it would require right-of-way acquisition and commercial 
displacements on the south side of I-94. At its greatest extent, the On-alignment alternative’s centerline/median would be 
located about 50 feet south of the existing I-94 centerline near 29th Street. 
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Table S‐1 summarizes the impacts of the No‐build alternative and the 8‐lane Modernization Alternatives 
(See Section 3 for a detailed evaluation). The 8‐lane Modernization Alternatives would convert between 49 and 
62 acres of residential, commercial, utility, and institutional land to highway right‐of‐way. WisDOT and FHWA would 
need to acquire between 7 to 13 residences and 7 to 10 businesses (there are two to three additional vacant 
commercial properties as of November 2014 that would be acquired as well) to implement the 8‐lane Modernization 
Alternatives. 

In the west segment, I‐94 is routed past a National Historic Landmark (NHL) and several other historic properties. 
While the At‐grade alternative, pending further engineering design, would result in a No Adverse Effect on these 
properties, the Double Deck alternative would result in an Adverse Effect on the Soldiers’ Home NHL, Soldiers’ Home 
Historic District, Story Hill Residential Historic District 2 and 3, and Calvary Cemetery. 

Economic Impact 
The economic impact of the 8‐lane Modernization Alternatives would be the expenditure of $825 million to 
$1.15 billion in 2014 dollars to construct the proposed improvements. The amount includes the cost of designing 
the roadways, right‐of‐way acquisition, utility relocation, and construction. Replacing the I‐94 East‐West Corridor 
in its current configuration would cost an estimated $379 million in 2014 dollars. 

Public Involvement 
WisDOT and FHWA implemented an extensive public involvement program for the study, which is detailed in 
Section 5, Community Involvement and Agency Coordination. More than 250 meetings have been held with 
neighborhood, community, environmental, business, minority, and other stakeholder groups since 2012. Open‐
house public involvement meetings were held in August and December 2012, May and July 2013, and June 2014. 

There is support for and opposition to different aspects of the project. The following are areas of controversy: 
adding a lane to I‐94, a potential double‐deck freeway between Hawley Road and Mitchell Boulevard, potential 
freeway access changes, impacts to historic resources, and mitigating visual impacts and traffic noise in 
neighborhoods adjacent to the freeway. 

Other Federal or State Actions Required 
WisDOT and FHWA will apply to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for a permit to place fill in waters of the United 
States under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. WisDOT will also request water quality certification from the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. WisDOT will 
coordinate threatened and endangered species impacts with WDNR under state statute 29.604 and 
administrative code NR 27. FHWA and WisDOT are consulting with and obtaining input from the Wisconsin State 
Historic Preservation Office, National Park Service, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, U.S. Department of 
Veterans Affairs, and other consulting parties under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. WisDOT 
and FHWA are consulting with officials with jurisdiction over parks (Milwaukee County) and historic properties 
(State Historic Preservation Office, National Park Service, and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation) as 
required under the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Section 4(f) law (49 USC 303 and 23 USC 138). 

Proposed Mitigation 
WisDOT and FHWA will avoid and minimize impacts to the extent practicable. Unavoidable impacts will be 
mitigated to the extent practicable and allowable under state and federal law. Where there is no practicable 
alternative to filling wetlands, state and federal regulations require compensatory wetland mitigation in 
accordance with the WisDOT/Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Cooperative Agreement on 
Compensatory Wetland Mitigation (WisDOT/WDNR 2012). WisDOT will continue to work with WDNR to 
determine appropriate mitigation measures, if any, for state threatened or endangered species impacts. 
Residential and business relocations would follow federal law, which requires just compensation for residences 
and businesses displaced by a transportation project. WisDOT and FHWA will work with local officials and affected 
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SUMMARY 

residents to determine the location of noise barriers in areas where the barriers are reasonable, feasible, and 
likely to be incorporated. 

Impacts to significant historic resources will be mitigated. Mitigation measures will be developed through ongoing 
consultation with the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs, State Historic Preservation Office, National Park 
Service, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and other consulting parties. The Section 106 process will 
culminate in an agreement document that will codify the specific mitigation measures to address the adverse 
effects on historic properties. 
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TABLE S‐1 
Impact Summary Table 

8 lane Modernization Alternatives 

West Segment East Segment 

Impact No build 

At grade
(No

Hawley) 

At grade
(Half

Hawley) 
Double 
Deck 

On 
alignment 

Off 
alignment Corridor Total 

Total Cost (2014 dollars in millions) 

New Right‐of‐Way (acres)c 

Residential Displacements (housing units) 

Commercial Displacements 

Institutional Displacements 

100‐year Floodplain Crossings (no new crossings) 

Floodplain (acres) 

Stream Crossings (no new crossings) 

Wetland (acres) 

Parkland (acres) 

Threatened and Endangered Species (Yes/No) 

Primary Environmental Corridor (acres) 

Adverse Effects to Historic Properties 

Archaeological Sites Affected 

Environmental Justice Issues (Yes/No) 

Air Quality Permit 

Noise Receptors Impacted (Design Year 2040) 

Potential Contaminated Sites (sites recommended for additional field testing) 

$0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0 

0 

No 

0 

0 

0 

No 

No 

0 

0 

$115 

7 

4 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No 

0 

0 

0 

No 

No 

130 

2 

$125 

8 

5 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No 

0 

0 

0 

No 

No 

113 

2 

$295 to 
$345a 

13 

10 

2 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No 

0 

3e 

0 

No 

No 

98/110f 

3 

$710 to 
$735b 

42 to 47 

3 

8d 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0.1 

0 

Yes 

0 

0 

0 

No 

No 

50 

37 

$785 to 
$810b 

44 to 49 

3 

6d 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0.1 

0 

Yes 

0 

0 

0 

No 

No 

83 

47 

$825 to $1,155 

49 to 62 

7 to 13 

7 to 10d 

0 

1 

0 

1 

0.1 

0 

Yes 

0 

0 to 3 

0 

No 

No 

148 to 213 

39 to 50 
a The all up option is estimated to cost $295 million and the partially down option $320 to $345 million.
 
b Construction in the Stadium Interchange area of the east segment is about $25 million greater if the Double Deck alternative is selected for the west segment.
 
c In addition to right‐of‐way acquisition, easements (not included as part of the right‐of‐way total in this table) may be required.
 
d There are two (On‐alignment) to three (Off‐alignment) additional vacant commercial buildings/parcels that will be acquired (June 2014).
 
e Historic properties affected are Calvary Cemetery; Northwestern Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers National Historic Landmark and Historic District; and Story
 
Hill Residential Historic District 2 and 3.
 
f There are 98 noise receptors impacted with the all up option and 110 impacted with the partially down option.
 

VIII 



 

  

	

     
             

               
       
             

       
       

       
               

       

         
 
                 

             
           
         
             

             
             

               
               
           
               
         
                       

                 
         
             

         
         
               

         
                 
                        

       
             

           
             
             

               
           
                 
       
         
                 

             

2 

Contents 


Summary............................................................................................................................................................iii
 
Description of the Proposed Action............................................................................................................... iii
 
Purpose and Need for the Project ................................................................................................................. iii
 
Alternatives Considered ................................................................................................................................ iv
 
Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study ....................................................................................................... v
 
Environmental Impacts................................................................................................................................... v
 
Economic Impact ........................................................................................................................................... vi
 
Public Involvement ........................................................................................................................................ vi
 
Other Federal or State Actions Required....................................................................................................... vi
 
Proposed Mitigation ...................................................................................................................................... vi
 

Abbreviations and Acronyms........................................................................................................................... xvii
 

1.	 Purpose and Need for the Project ........................................................................................................1‐1
 
1.1	 Description of the Project...............................................................................................................1‐1
 

1.1.1	 Location and Termini .........................................................................................................1‐1
 
1.1.2	 Project History ...................................................................................................................1‐2
 
1.1.3	 Relationship to Other Projects ..........................................................................................1‐3
 

1.2	 Purpose of this Project ...................................................................................................................1‐4
 
1.3	 Need for the Project ....................................................................................................................... 1‐4
 

1.3.1	 Land Use and Transportation Planning .............................................................................1‐4
 
1.3.2	 System Linkage and Route Importance .............................................................................1‐8
 
1.3.3	 High Crash Rates ................................................................................................................1‐9
 
1.3.4	 Existing Freeway Conditions and Deficiencies.................................................................1‐11
 
1.3.5	 Traffic Volumes................................................................................................................1‐22
 
1.3.6	 Summary of the Purpose and Need for the Project ........................................................1‐25
 

1.4	 Local Government, Public, and Agency Input...............................................................................1‐25
 
1.5	 Environmental Aspects .................................................................................................................1‐26
 
1.6	 Criteria to Evaluate Alternatives...................................................................................................1‐26
 

Alternatives Considered.......................................................................................................................2‐1
 
2.1	 Section Overview............................................................................................................................ 2‐1
 
2.2	 Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study .......................................................................................2‐2
 

2.2.1	 No‐build Alternative ..........................................................................................................2‐4
 
2.2.2	 Modernization Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study .................................................2‐4
 
2.2.3	 Evaluation of Alternatives Retained for Detailed Evaluation in Relation to Purpose
 

and Need .........................................................................................................................2‐13
 
2.3	 Foundation of Alternatives Development ....................................................................................2‐21
 

2.3.1	 Regional Planning Context...............................................................................................2‐21
 
2.3.2 Public and Agency Input ......................................................................................................2‐26
 
2.3.3 Definition of Reasonable Alternatives .................................................................................2‐26
 

2.4	 Other Alternatives Considered and Dismissed.............................................................................2‐26
 
2.4.1	 Region‐wide TSM Elements .............................................................................................2‐27
 
2.4.2	 Region‐wide Public Transit and TDM Elements...............................................................2‐30
 
2.4.3	 Build Alternatives.............................................................................................................2‐32
 
2.4.4	 Modernization Alternatives.............................................................................................2‐34
 
2.4.5	 Other Corridor‐wide Alternatives Considered and Dismissed ........................................2‐46
 

2.5	 Public and Agency Input ...............................................................................................................2‐50
 

IX 



 

 

               

                         
         
                 
       
       
         
             
             
         
         
         
           
               
           
             
       
             
       
             
       
         
         
         
       
         
         
                 
       
         
         
                       
                 

             
       
               

         
                    

       
                  

       
           
                 
         
                 
                     
         
           
             
         

3 

4 

I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

2.6 Selection of a Preferred Alternative .............................................................................................2‐51
 

Existing Conditions, Environmental Impacts, and Measures to Mitigate Adverse Impacts ....................3‐1
 
3.1 Geographic Setting .........................................................................................................................3‐1
 
3.2 Land Use and Land Use Planning....................................................................................................3‐2
 
3.3 Transportation Service....................................................................................................................3‐9
 
3.4 Utilities..........................................................................................................................................3‐19
 
3.5 Residential Development .............................................................................................................3‐22
 
3.6 Commercial and Industrial Development.....................................................................................3‐25
 
3.7 Institutional and Public Services...................................................................................................3‐28
 
3.8 Socioeconomic Characteristics .....................................................................................................3‐34
 
3.9 Environmental Justice...................................................................................................................3‐42
 
3.10 Visual Character/Aesthetics .........................................................................................................3‐58
 
3.11 Surface Water and Fishery............................................................................................................3‐67
 
3.12 Environmental Corridors and Natural Areas ................................................................................3‐74
 
3.13 Floodplains and Hydraulics ...........................................................................................................3‐75
 
3.14 Groundwater and Water Supply...................................................................................................3‐76
 
3.15 Wetlands.......................................................................................................................................3‐76
 
3.16 Upland Habitat and Woodland.....................................................................................................3‐78
 
3.17 Wildlife..........................................................................................................................................3‐79
 
3.18 Threatened and Endangered Species ...........................................................................................3‐80
 
3.19 Noise .............................................................................................................................................3‐82
 
3.20 Air Quality .....................................................................................................................................3‐96
 
3.21 Hazardous Materials.....................................................................................................................3‐99
 
3.22 Soil Resources .............................................................................................................................3‐101
 
3.23 Cemeteries..................................................................................................................................3‐101
 
3.24 Historic Properties ......................................................................................................................3‐105
 
3.25 Archaeological Resources ...........................................................................................................3‐119
 
3.26 Recreational Resources / Public Use Land..................................................................................3‐120
 
3.27 Construction ...............................................................................................................................3‐123
 
3.28 Indirect Effects............................................................................................................................3‐128
 
3.29 Cumulative Effects ......................................................................................................................3‐159
 
3.30 Relationship of Local and Short‐term Uses versus Long‐term Productivity ...............................3‐178
 
3.31 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources ........................................................3‐179
 

Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation ................................................................................................................4‐1
 
4.1 Introduction ....................................................................................................................................4‐1
 
4.2	 Description of Section 4(f) Properties ............................................................................................4‐2
 

Northwestern Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers National
 

Northwestern Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers
 

Calvary Cemetery...............................................................................................................4‐3
 

Historic Landmark..............................................................................................................4‐3
 

Historic District ..................................................................................................................4‐5
 
Mitchell Boulevard Park ....................................................................................................4‐6
 
Soldiers’ Home Reef National Historic Landmark..............................................................4‐7
 
Miller Park..........................................................................................................................4‐7
 
Story Hill Residential Historic District 1 .............................................................................4‐8
 
Story Hill Residential Historic District 2 and 3 ...................................................................4‐8
 
Story Parkway ....................................................................................................................4‐9
 
Bluff Park Property ............................................................................................................4‐9
 
Oak Leaf Recreational Trail ..............................................................................................4‐10
 
Doyne Park.......................................................................................................................4‐10
 

X 



 

  

             
         

         
                    

       
                    

       
                   

               
             
               
                 

                   
         
                 
       
       

               
         

           
           
           
         
         
             

             
             

         
             
               
                       
           
               
           

       

 

         
         
         
             
          

       

     

 

 

           

CONTENTS 

Hank Aaron State Trail .....................................................................................................4‐11
 
Valley Park .......................................................................................................................4‐11
 

4.3	 Proposed Action ...........................................................................................................................4‐12
 
West Segment Alternatives Retained for Detailed Evaluation against Purpose
 

East Segment Alternatives Retained for Detailed Evaluation against Purpose
 
and Need .........................................................................................................................4‐13
 

and Need .........................................................................................................................4‐16
 
Summary of Alternatives Retained for Detailed Evaluation............................................4‐17
 

4.4	 Use of Section 4(f) Properties.......................................................................................................4‐18
 
West Segment, At‐Grade Alternative ..............................................................................4‐19
 
West Segment, Double Deck Alternative ........................................................................4‐24
 
East Segment, On‐alignment and Off‐alignment Alternatives ........................................4‐33
 

4.5	 Avoidance, Measures to Minimize Harm, and Coordination .......................................................4‐36
 
Avoidance Alternatives....................................................................................................4‐36
 
Measures and Alternatives to Minimize Harm................................................................4‐42
 
Mitigation ........................................................................................................................4‐46
 
Coordination ....................................................................................................................4‐46
 

5 Community Involvement and Agency Coordination.............................................................................5‐1
 
5.1 Community Involvement ................................................................................................................5‐1
 

5.1.1 Community Advisory Committee ......................................................................................5‐1
 
5.1.2 Public Involvement Meetings ............................................................................................5‐2
 
5.1.3 State Fair Outreach............................................................................................................5‐5
 
5.1.4 Project Website .................................................................................................................5‐5
 
5.1.5 Project Surveys ..................................................................................................................5‐5
 
5.1.6 Other Public Outreach Activities .......................................................................................5‐6
 

5.2 Coordination with Local Officials ..................................................................................................5‐10
 
5.2.1 Technical Advisory Committee Meetings ........................................................................5‐10
 

5.3 Agency Coordination ....................................................................................................................5‐13
 
5.3.1 Cooperating and Participating Agencies..........................................................................5‐13
 
5.3.2 Agency Scoping Meeting and Follow‐up .........................................................................5‐14
 
5.3.3 Agency Input on Project Purpose and Need and Alternatives ........................................5‐15
 
5.3.4 Additional Agency Coordination......................................................................................5‐18
 
5.3.5 Coordination with Native American Tribes .....................................................................5‐19
 
5.3.6 Section 106 Consultation.................................................................................................5‐20
 

6 References ....................................................................................................................................... 6‐1
 

Appendixes 

A Alternatives Considered and Dismissed 
B Traffic Noise Impact Summary 
C Mobile Source Air Toxics 
D Agency Coordination Prior to Draft EIS 
E Summary of Mitigation Measures 

Draft EIS Distribution List 

List of Preparers 

Index 

Tables 

S‐1 Impact Summary Table ................................................................................................................................ viii
 
XI
 



 

 

             
             
             
                       
                       
                   
               
                     
                 
                   

                   
                       
           
                                 
               

                             
                 
                       
           
             
             
             
                        

     
               
             
                     
             
                   
               
                 
             
             
                             
             
             
                   
                 
                     
             
                

                 
                

                   
                      

               
                  

               

I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

1‐1 Milwaukee County Growth Projections........................................................................................................1‐5
 
1‐2 High Crash Rate Locations ..........................................................................................................................1‐10
 
1‐3 Structural Evaluation Appraisal Ratings......................................................................................................1‐13
 
1‐4 Horizontal Alignment—Minimum Recommended Design Speeds and Existing Design Speeds ................1‐15
 
1‐5 Stopping Sight Distance—Minimum Recommended Design Speeds and Existing Design Speeds.............1‐16
 
1‐6 Segments of Roadway with Substandard Shoulder Widths .......................................................................1‐17
 
1‐7 Bridges with Inadequate Vertical Clearance...............................................................................................1‐18
 
1‐8 Locations Where Minimum Ramp Spacing is Not Provided .......................................................................1‐20
 
1‐9 Locations with Substandard Ramp Taper Rates .........................................................................................1‐21
 
1‐10 Ramps with Inadequate Acceleration or Deceleration Lanes ....................................................................1‐22
 

2‐1 Timeline of Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study ..................................................................................2‐3
 
2‐2 Alternatives Retained for Detailed Evaluation against Purpose and Need ................................................2‐19
 
2‐3 Project‐specific Transit Evaluation .............................................................................................................2‐29
 
2‐4 Areas of I‐94 that Would Not Meet Level of Service D under 6‐lane Modernization ................................2‐36
 
2‐5 Combination of Non‐Capacity Expansion Alternatives...............................................................................2‐47
 

3‐1 Land Use and Development Plans in the I‐94 East‐West Corridor Study Area.............................................3‐3
 
3‐2 Acres of Land Converted to Right‐of‐Way...................................................................................................3‐7
 
3‐3 I‐94 Level of Service Ratings by Alternative—Design Year 2040 ...............................................................3‐11
 
3‐4 Freeway Access Changes ...........................................................................................................................3‐13
 
3‐5 Estimated Crashes Per Year .......................................................................................................................3‐15
 
3‐6 Residential Displacements by Alternative .................................................................................................3‐23
 
3‐7 Commercial Displacements by Alternative................................................................................................3‐25
 
3‐8 I‐94 East‐West Corridor Study Area City/County Population 2000–2010 and 2040 Projected
 

Population..................................................................................................................................................3‐34
 
3‐9 Study Area Minority Population 2000−2010 .............................................................................................3‐35
 
3‐10 Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2010...........................................................................................................3‐35
 
3‐11 Study Area Households and Average Household Size 2000–2010 ............................................................3‐36
 
3‐12 Mean Household Income (2007‐2011)......................................................................................................3‐36
 
3‐13 Historical and Projected Employment for Milwaukee County ..................................................................3‐38
 
3‐14 City of Milwaukee Tax‐Base Impacts .........................................................................................................3‐40
 
3‐15 I‐94 East‐West Corridor Minority Population 2010...................................................................................3‐44
 
3‐16 Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2010...........................................................................................................3‐45
 
3‐17 Mean Household Income (2007–2011) .....................................................................................................3‐45
 
3‐18 Mode of Travel to Work by Race/Ethnicity in the City of Milwaukee .......................................................3‐56
 
3‐19 Increase in Impervious Surface..................................................................................................................3‐71
 
3‐20 Measured Existing Noise Levels.................................................................................................................3‐83
 
3‐21 Comparison of Measured and Modeled Noise Levels ...............................................................................3‐84
 
3‐22 Noise Level Criteria for Considering Barriers.............................................................................................3‐85
 
3‐23 Change in Design Hour Noise Levels by Alternative ..................................................................................3‐86
 
3‐24 Noise Receptors Impacted Summary ........................................................................................................3‐87
 
3‐25 A Acoustical Mitigation—Noise Barrier Locations Analyzed—At‐grade Alternative
 

(No Hawley Road Interchange) with On‐alignment Alternative................................................................3‐89
 
3‐25 B Acoustical Mitigation—Noise Barrier Locations Analyzed—At‐grade Alternative
 

(Half Interchange at Hawley Road) with On‐alignment Alternative..........................................................3‐90
 
3‐25 C Acoustical Mitigation—Noise Barrier Locations Analyzed – Double Deck Alternative
 

(All Up Option) with Off‐alignment Alternative.........................................................................................3‐91
 
3‐25 D Acoustical Mitigation—Noise Barrier Locations Analyzed—Double Deck Alternative
 

(Partially Down Option) with Off‐alignment Alternative...........................................................................3‐92
 

XII 



 

  

                
              
             

                  
                        

     
                  

                         
                  

                         
               
                   
                                 
                   
                       
           
                   
                 
                       
             
                     

                       
                           
                           
                   

 
      
                        
      
                
      
        
    
    
          
          
                
        
              
                    
                    
                              
                    
                    

           
         
             
           
                   
         

CONTENTS 

3‐26 A Acoustical Mitigation—Noise Barrier Locations Analyzed—At‐grade Alternative
 
(No Hawley Road Interchange) with On‐alignment Alternative,
 
NO NOISE BARRIERS ON BRIDGES .............................................................................................................3‐93
 

3‐26 B Acoustical Mitigation—Noise Barrier Locations Analyzed —At‐grade Alternative
 
(Half Interchange at Hawley Road) with On‐alignment Alternative, NO NOISE BARRIERS ON
 

3‐26 C Acoustical Mitigation—Noise Barrier Locations Analyzed—Double Deck Alternative
 

3‐26 D Acoustical Mitigation—Noise Barrier Locations Analyzed—Double Deck Alternative
 

BRIDGES .....................................................................................................................................................3‐93
 

(All Up Option) with Off‐alignment Alternative, NO NOISE BARRIERS ON BRIDGES.................................3‐94
 

(Partially Down Option) with Off‐alignment Alternative, NO NOISE BARRIERS ON BRIDGES ...................3‐95
 
3‐27 National Ambient Air Quality Standards ...................................................................................................3‐97
 
3‐28 Sites Recommended for Additional Hazardous Materials Testing ..........................................................3‐100
 
3‐29 Shaded Area North of I‐94 as a Result of Double Deck “All Up” Alternative ..........................................3‐104
 
3‐30 Parks and Recreation Resources Adjacent to I‐94...................................................................................3‐121
 
3‐31 Other Parks and Recreation Resources in the Project Area ....................................................................3‐121
 
3‐32 Construction Noise/Distance Relationships ............................................................................................3‐125
 
3‐33 Evaluated Resource Areas and Corresponding EIS Section .....................................................................3‐160
 
3‐34 Cumulative Effects Study Area by Resource............................................................................................3‐160
 
3‐35 List of Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions.........................................................3‐161
 
3‐36 Pollution Loads—Menomonee River Watershed ....................................................................................3‐165
 
3‐37 Impervious Surface Increase for the Menomonee River Watershed......................................................3‐166
 

4‐1 Alternatives Retained for Detailed Evaluation against Purpose and Need ................................................4‐17
 
4‐2 Summary of Modernization Alternatives and Potential Effects on Section 4(f) Properties.......................4‐34
 
4‐3 Traffic Increases on Adjacent Arterials Due to a Full I‐94 Closure .............................................................4‐43
 
4‐4 Comparison of Build Alternatives – West Segment....................................................................................4‐45
 
Exhibits 
1‐1 Project Location Map 

1‐17 2040 No‐Build Traffic Operations—Morning Peak Hour (7 to 8 a.m.) 
1‐18 2040 No‐Build Traffic Operations—Evening Peak Hour (4:30 to 5:30 p.m.) 

1‐2 Estimated Existing Southeastern Wisconsin Freeway System Traffic Congestion on an Average Weekday 
1‐3 Major Traffic Generators 
1‐4 Total Crash Rates (2005‐2009) Compared to Statewide Average 
1‐5 Basic Pavement Components 
1‐6 Typical Pavement Life Cycle 
1‐7 Bridge Terminology 
1‐8 Bridge Deterioration 
1‐9 Overview of Existing Design Deficiencies 
1‐10 Existing Design Speed of Curves 
1‐11 Existing Design Speed Based on Stopping Sight Distance 
1‐12 Levels of Service Examples 
1‐13 Existing and Future No Build Traffic Volumes 
1‐14 Existing (2009) Traffic Operations—Morning Peak Hour (7 to 8 a.m.) 
1‐15 Existing (2009) Traffic Operations—Evening Peak Hour (4:30 to 5:30 p.m.) 
1‐16 Congestion on the Arterial Street and Highway System in the Region: Years 2001 and 2011 

2‐1 Project Segments for Modernization Alternatives 
2‐2 West Segment At‐Grade Alternative 
2‐3 At‐grade Alternative Lane and Shoulder Widths 
2‐4 West Segment Double Deck Alternative 
2‐5 Double Deck Alternative (4 Freeway Lanes, 1 Auxiliary Lane) 
2‐6 East Segment Off‐Alignment Alternative 

XIII 



 

 

         
         
       
         
                               
               
               
               
                 
                       
                       
                 
                 
                   

   
                   

       
                   

 
                       

           
               
               
               
                     
       

           
       
         
           
                  

       
                       
                    

       
                       

   
                       
         
           
             
       
         
       
       
                 
         
         
                 
                       
                   

I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

2‐7	 Relocated Mitchell Boulevard Interchange 
2‐8	 East Segment On‐Alignment Alternative 
2‐9	 Spot Improvements Alternative 
2‐10	 Build Alternatives Screening Results 
2‐11	 2040 6‐lane Modernization Alternative Traffic Operations – Locations with Level of Service E or F 
2‐12	 West Segment Other Alternatives Considered Typical Sections 
2‐13	 West Segment Modernization Alternative W1 (Braided Ramps) 
2‐14	 West Segment Modernization Alternative W3 (One‐Way‐Frontage Roads) 
2‐15	 West Segment Modernization Alternative W4 (Adjacent 2‐Way Arterial) 
2‐16	 Cemetery Segment Modernization Alternative C3 (3 Freeway Lanes, 2 C‐D Lanes) 
2‐17	 Cemetery Segment Modernization Alternative C4 (3 Freeway Lanes, 3 C‐D Lanes) 
2‐18	 Stadium Interchange Segment Modernization Alternative S1 (System Interchange–Stacked) 
2‐19	 Stadium Interchange Segment Modernization Alternative S2 (System Interchange–Turbine) 
2‐20	 Stadium Interchange Segment Modernization Alternative Modified S2 (System Interchange—Low‐Speed 

Free Flow) 
2‐21	 Stadium Interchange Segment Modernization Alternative S4 (Service Interchange—Single Point 

Interchange with C‐D Road) 
2‐22	 Stadium Interchange Segment Modernization Alternative S5 (Service Interchange—Modified Echelon 

Interchange) 
2‐23	 Stadium Interchange Segment Modernization Alternative S6 (Service Interchange—US 41 Diamond with 

Event Partial Cloverleaf at 44th Street) 
2‐24	 East Segment Other Alternatives Considered Typical Sections 
2‐25	 East Segment Modernization Alternative E2 (C‐D Roads) 
2‐26	 East Segment Modernization Alternative E3 (Frontage Road) 
2‐27	 East Segment Modernization Alternative E4 (No Interchange at 35th Street) 
2‐28	 Typical Sections Comparison 

3‐1	 I‐94 Corridor and Municipal Boundaries 
3‐2	 Existing Land Use 
3‐3	 Cemeteries Adjacent to I‐94 
3‐4	 Milwaukee County Transit System Routes 
3‐5	 2040 At‐grade Alternative/On‐alignment Alternative Traffic Operations—Morning Peak Hour 

(7 to 8 a.m.) 
3‐6	 2040 At‐grade/On‐alignment Alternative Traffic Operations—Evening Peak Hour (4:30 to 5:30 p.m.) 
3‐7	 2040 Double Deck Alternative/Off‐alignment Alternative Traffic Operations—Morning Peak Hour 

(7 to 8 a.m.) 
3‐8	 2040 Double Deck Alternative/Off‐alignment Alternative Traffic Operations—Evening Peak Hour (4:30 to 

5:30 p.m.) 
3‐9 Major Electrical Transmissions Crossings and Proposed Transmission Line Corridor Adjustment Options 
3‐10 At‐Grade Alternative Residential Displacements 
3‐11 Double Deck Alternative Residential Displacements 
3‐12 On‐Alignment Alternative and Off‐Alignment Alternative—Residential Displacements 
3‐13 At‐Grade Alternative—Commercial Displacements 
3‐14 Double Deck Alternative—Commercial Displacements 
3‐15 On‐Alignment Alternative—Commercial Displacements 
3‐16 Off‐Alignment Alternative—Commercial Displacements 
3‐17 Schools and Churches in the I‐94 East‐West Corridor 
3‐18 Zablocki Drive Reconstruction Options 
3‐19 Socioeconomic Study Area Map 
3‐20 Minority Population in Study Area and Surrounding Communities 
3‐21 Persons Living Below Poverty Level in Study Area and Surrounding Communities 
3‐22 Visual Impact Assessment Landscape Units and Key Observation Points 
XIV 



 

  

         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
               
         
         
                       
                         
                       
                       
                         
                           
                       
                       

                   
                 
             
         
             
               

             
                 
             
               
       
           
           
         
     
                 
         
               
             
               
                     
                     
                 
         

CONTENTS 

3‐23a Key Observation Point 1
 

3‐25 Existing Stormwater Drainage System
 
3‐26 Stormwater Best Management Practices
 
3‐27a At‐grade Alternative Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers (1 of 4)
 
3‐27a At‐grade Alternative/Stadium Interchange Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers (2 of 4)
 
3‐27a On‐alignment Alternative Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers (3 of 4)
 
3‐27a On‐alignment Alternative Noise Receptors and Proposed Nosie Barriers (4 of 4)
 
3‐27b Double Deck Alternative Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers (1 of 4)
 
3‐27b Double Deck Alternative/Stadium Interchange Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers (2 of 4)
 
3‐27b Off‐alignment Alternative Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers (3 of 4)
 
3‐27b Off‐alignment Alternative Noise Receptors and Proposed Noise Barriers (4 of 4)
 
3‐28 Historic Properties Located in the Area of Potential Effect
 
3‐29 Northwestern Branch, Veterans Affairs’ Property Land Transfer Map
 

3‐31 Recreational Resources/Public Use Lands
 
3‐32 Indirect Effects Analysis Primary Study Area
 
3‐33 Indirect Effects Analysis Primary Study Area—Development Trends
 

3‐23b Key Observation Point 2
 
3‐23c Key Observation Point 3
 
3‐23d Key Observation Point 4
 
3‐23e Key Observation Point 5
 
3‐23f Key Observation Point 6
 
3‐23g Key Observation Point 7
 
3‐23h Key Observation Point 8
 
3‐23i Key Observation Point 9
 
3‐23j Key Observation Point 10
 
3‐23k Key Observation Point 11
 
3‐23l Key Observation Point 12
 
3‐24 At‐grade Alternative from Key Observation Point 6
 

3‐30 Soldiers’ Home Boundaries Adjacent to I‐94
 

4‐1 Section 4(f) Properties Adjacent to I‐94
 
4‐2 Northwestern Branch, Veterans Affairs’ Property Land Transfer Map
 
4‐3 Soldiers’ Home Boundaries Adjacent to I‐94
 
4‐4 History of Zablocki Drive and Mitchell Boulevard
 
4‐5 Mitchell Boulevard Park
 
4‐6 Story Hill Residential Historic District
 
4‐7 Bluff Park and Story Parkway
 
4‐8 Milwaukee County Park System
 
4‐9 Valley Park
 
4‐10 Modified Single‐Point Stadium Interchange Adjacent to Valley Park
 
4‐11 Zablocki Drive Reconstruction Options
 
4‐12 Modernization Alternatives Adjacent to Mitchell Boulevard Park
 
4‐13 Modernization Alternatives Adjacent to Story Parkway
 
4‐14 Zablocki Drive—(Partially Down or All Up Options)
 
4‐15 Visualization of Double Deck Alternative from the South of I‐94
 
4‐16 Visualization of Double Deck Alternative from the North of I‐94
 
4‐17 Visualization of Double Deck Alternative from Story Parkway
 
4‐18 Relocated Mitchell Boulevard Interchange
 

XV 



 

 

                    

             

         

                

           

         

          

   

        

           

            

              

                 

        

       

      

        

          

            

          

         

           

          

          

       

          

                

            

         

                 

Abbreviations and Acronyms 

AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

ACHP Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

ACS American Community Survey 

ADID Advanced Identification of Wetland Disposal Areas 

APE Area of Potential Effects 

ATC American Transmission Company 

BMP best management practice 

C‐D collector‐distributor 

CAC Community Advisory Committee 

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CMAQ Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 

Corps of Engineers U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

CSD community‐sensitive design 

CSS community‐sensitive solutions 

dB decibel 

dBA decibel A‐weighted 

DBE disadvantaged business enterprise 

DPW Department of Public Works 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement 

ERP emergency repair program 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FQI Floristic Quality Index 

FS field site 

FTA Federal Transit Administration 

FWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

HAST Hank Aaron State Trail 

HCS Highway Capacity Software 

HHS U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 

XIX 



 

 

        

        

       

       

       

           

              

         

      

          

            

             

           

             

          

            

         

          

          

            

         

              

               

          

             

            

           

         

             

         

       

          

I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

HOT high‐occupancy toll 

HOV high‐occupancy vehicle 

I‐94 Interstate 94 

I‐794 Interstate 794 

I‐894 Interstate 894 

ICE indirect and cumulative effects 

ISATe Interchange Safety Analysis Tool Enhanced 

KOP key observation point 

kv kilovolt 

LPA locally preferred alternative 

LUST leaking underground storage tank 

LWCF Land and Water Conservation Fund 

MATC Milwaukee Area Technical College 

MCTS Milwaukee County Transit System 

MIS major investment study 

MMSD Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District 

MOA Memorandum of Agreement 

mph miles per hour 

MPS Milwaukee Public Schools 

MSAT mobile source air toxics 

MVP Menominee Valley Partners 

NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

National Register National register of Historic Places 

NBI National Bridge Inventory 

NCHRP National Cooperative Highway Research Program 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NFPA National Fire Protection Association 

NHL National Historic Landmark 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NPS National Park Service 

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl 

PIM public information meeting 

XX 



 

  

          

           

                         

              

            

          

         

                      

          

          

          

         

         

          

            

         

          

          

          

                                

         

               

              

           

          

               

           

         

          

              

          

            

ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS 

ppm parts per million 

ROD Record of Decision 

SAFETEA‐LU Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 

SEWRPC Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 

SHPO State Historic Preservation Office 

SIP State Implementation Plan 

SOHI South of Highland 

Stadium District Southeast Wisconsin Professional Baseball Park District 

TAC Technical Advisory Committee 

TDM transportation demand management 

TIA Traffic Impact Analysis 

TIF tax increment financing 

TIN Target Investment Neighborhood 

TIP Transportation Improvement Program 

TMDL total maximum daily load 

TMP transportation management plan 

TNM Traffic Noise Model® 

TSM transportation system management 

TSP total suspended particles 

Uniform Act Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended 

USC United States Code 

U.S. DOT United States Department of Transportation 

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

US 41 U.S. Highway 41 

UWM University of Wisconsin−Milwaukee 

VA United States Department of Veterans Affairs 

VIA visual impact assessment 

VMT vehicle miles traveled 

vpd vehicles per day 

WDNR Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 

WIS Wisconsin State Highway 

WisDOT Wisconsin Department of Transportation 

XXI 



  

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

  

  
 

  

 

 

 

  
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

    

 

 

   
  

 

 

  

      

 
 

 
 

 

 
  

 

  

  

st

  

  
 

  

 
 

 

 


 

 
 

S I S IN 

OF 
NT 

LEGEND 
Oak Leaf Trail (Section 4(f) and 6(f)

 Recreational Resource) 
Hank Aaron State Trail 
(Non Section 4(f) Recreational Resource) 
Hank Aaron State Trail Extention 
(Non Section 4(f) Recreational Resource) 
Additional Section 4(f) Resources 

° 
NorthNorthwestern Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer 

Soldiers Historic District 
Northwestern Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer 
Soldiers National Historic Landmark 
Soldiers’ Home Reef National Historic Landmark

 Project Limits 

O 

H 

A 

H 

Pa 
V

rk 

Mitchell 
Boulevard 

ark 

alley 

P

Valley 
Park 

Mitchell 
Boulevard 

Park 

St
or

y
Pk

wy
.

St
or

y
Pk

wy
. 

Wisconsin Ave.Wisconsin Ave. 

Clybourn Ave.Clybourn Ave. 

Michigan Ave.Michigan Ave. 

Highland Ave.Highland Ave. 

St. Paul Ave.St. Paul Ave. 

Mt. Vernon Ave.Mt. Vernon Ave. 

Canal St.Canal St. 

70
th

 S
t.

70
th

 S
t.

68
th

 S
t.

68
th

 S
t. 

70
th

 S
t.

70
th

 S
t.

76
th

 S
t.

76
th

 S
t. 

76
th

 S
t.

76
th

 S
t. 

72
nd

 S
t.

72
nd

 S
t.

68
th

 S
t.

68
th

 S
t. 

60
th

 S
t.

60
th

 S
t.

50
th

 S
t.

50
th

 S
t. 42

nd
 S

t.
42

nd
 S

t. 39
th

 S
t.

39
th

 S
t.

35
th

 S
t.

35
th

 S
t.

35
th

 S
t.

35
th

 S
t. 

27
th

 S
t.

27
th

 S
t.

La
yt

on
 B

lv
d.

La
yt

on
 B

lv
d.

 

25
th

 S
t.

25
th

 S
t. 

16
th

 S
t.

16
th

 S
t. 

16
th

 S
t.

16
th

 S
t. 

65
th

 S
t.

65
th

 S
t. 

Adler St.Adler St. 

Adler St.Adler St. 

72
nd

 S
t.

72
nd

 S
t. 

Stevenson St.Stevenson St. 

Bluemound Rd.Bluemound Rd.. 

Fairview Ave.Fairview Ave. 

Dixon St.Dixon St. 

Kearney St.Kearney St.
O’Connor St.
O’Connor St. 

60
th

 S
t.

60
th

 S
t.

Ha
w

le
y

Rd
.

Ha
w

le
y 

Rd
.

65
th

 S
t.

65
th

 S
t. 

Ha
w

le
y 

Rd
.

Ha
w

le
y 

Rd
.

Za
bl

oc
ki

 D
r.

Za
bl

oc
ki

 D
r. 

41 

59 

57 

18 

18 

State St.State St. 

Menomonee River

Menomonee River 

National Ave.National Ave. 

Canal St.
Canal St. 

Milwaukee Rd.Milwaukee Rd. 

Wisconsin Ave.Wisconsin Ave. 

Wells St.Wells St. 

Oak Leaf Trail

Oak Leaf Trail 

Zablocki Dr.

Zablocki Dr. 

Doyne ParkDoyne Park 

Story Hill Residential 
Historic District #1 

Story
Parkway 
Story 
Parkway 

WestWest 

Project Limit 
East 

Project Limit 

Section 6 (f)Section 6 (f) 

Hank Aaron State TrailHank Aaron State Trail 

M
iller Park

W
ay

M
iller Park W

ay 

Calvary
Cemetery
Calvary 

Cemetery 

Story Hill 
Residential 

Historic 
District #2 

and #3 

Story Hill Residential 
Historic District #1 

Story Hill 
Residential 

Historic 
District #2 

and #3 

Yo
un

t D
r.

Yo
un

t D
r. 

M
itc

he
ll

Bl
vd

.
M

itc
he

ll 
Bl

vd
. 

ast 

94 

94 

94 

94 

ONC
W 

D
E

P
A

R
TM

E

N
OI

T
A

T
R

OPSNART

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

U.S. Department of Transportation 

Federal Highway Exhibit 4-1
 
Administration
 Section 4(f) Properties Adjacent to I-94
 

TBG050712201843MKE Exhibit_4-1_Section 4(f)_Resources_v13 9.4.14 mjl 



 

 

           

 

    

 
 

 

  

 


 
 

 

 

 

 

 




 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  
S I S IN W 

OF 

D
E

P
A

R
TM

E

NT 

O
R

T
A

T
IO

N 
PS 
TRAN 

1949 

1955 

1969 

1971 

1974 -

1985 

1956 

W. NATIONAL AVENUE 

BLUE MOUND ROAD 

I N T E R S T A T E 9 4 

C N 

Z
A

B
L

O
C

K
I 

D
R

IV
E

G
E

N
E

R
A

L
 M

IT
C

H
E

L
L

 B
L

V
D

 

LAND TRANSFER HISTORY 
The original site of the Northwestern Branch contained approximately 
400 acres. Over the course of the twentieth century, the VA disposed 
of excess land it no longer needed. By 1957, the VA had transferred 
approximately 125 acres in the northeast corner of the site to the 
county and city for the purpose of building the Milwaukee County 
Baseball Stadium as well as an east-west expressway (areas A, B, and 
C). The VA then transferred approximately 16 acres of land in the 
northern portion to the county in 1969 (area D). An easement covering 
approximately 7 acres of land in the southeastern corner of the campus 
was granted to the State of Wisconsin in 1971 for the expansion of 
44th Street, which eventually became Highway 41 (area E). Between 
1974 and 1985, nearly 46 acres of land occupied by the cemetery along 
the western boundary were conveyed to the National Cemetery 

D Administration, which maintains jurisdiction of Wood National 
Cemetery to this day (area F). The property boundaries changed as 

HALS boundary, which encompasses approximately 125 acres and is 
delineated below. 

LEGEND 

HALS Boundary 

NRHP Boundary 

NHL Boundary 

Current Milwaukee VA Property Boundary 

SEPTEMBER 1, 1949 

A
 93.71 ACRES
 

TO COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE 

FEBRUARY 14, 1955 

B 28.07 ACRES 

TO COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE 

FEBRUARY 9, 1956 

C 4.07 ACRES 

TO CITY OF MILWAUKEE 

FEBRUARY 29, 1969 

D 15.56 ACRES 

TO COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE 

OCTOBER 4, 1971 

E 7.4 ACRES 

TO STATE OF WISCONSIN 

1974 - 1985 

F APPROX. 46 ACRES 

TO NATIONAL CEMETERY 
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SECTION 5 

Community Involvement and Agency Coordination 
Section 5 discusses community involvement, agency coordination, and coordination with Native American 
tribes that occurred during development of purpose and need and development and evaluation of 
alternatives for the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study. Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) 
offered numerous opportunities for citizens, Native American tribes, local governments, and state and 
federal review agencies to be involved in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process. In 
addition, study team members attended numerous meetings initiated by local officials and citizens. The 
public involvement process was open to all residents and population groups in the study area and did not 
exclude any persons due to income, race, national origin, sex, age, religion, or handicap. 

5.1 Community Involvement 
WisDOT’s public involvement plan for the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study is designed to seek input from a 
broad range of stakeholders. It is intended to help make certain that the alternative selected at the 
conclusion of the EIS process reflects, to the extent practicable, the views of those who use I‐94 and its 
interchanges, adjacent neighborhoods and businesses, local officials, and other interest groups. The public 
was able to submit input on the project through a variety of avenues including the project website, at public 
involvement meetings, at the Wisconsin State Fair, during meetings with neighborhood groups and other 
local stakeholder meetings, and through the project survey’s on the project website. 

Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) environmental review process (23 United States Code [USC] 139) 
also makes certain that environmental information is available to local officials and citizens before decisions 
are made and before actions are taken. FHWA and WisDOT prepared a Coordination Plan for Agency and 
Public Involvement for the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study (FHWA/WisDOT 2014). Since the release of the initial 
plan, it has been revised four times, most recently in October 2014. The Coordination Plan identifies steps in 
the environmental review process, concurrence points and project milestones, and establishes opportunities 
and a schedule for input and review of the EIS by the public and agencies. 

A companion document in the environmental review process is the Impact Analysis Methodology (FHWA 
and WisDOT 2012e) that documents FHWA’s structured approach to analyzing impacts of the proposed 
transportation project and its alternatives. Public and agency input on the Impact Analysis Methodology is 
intended to promote an efficient and streamlined process and early resolution of concerns or issues. 

The Coordination Plan and Impact Analysis Methodology were available at the public involvement meetings 
and on the project website. Interested agencies and members of the public provided feedback on the 
documents. 

Key community involvement activities for the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study are summarized in the following 
subsections. 

5.1.1 Community Advisory Committee 
A Community Advisory Committee (CAC) was established to assist the study team in identifying and 
understanding project purpose and need issues, developing and evaluating alternatives, evaluating impacts, 
and sharing project information with other community interests. The CAC includes representatives from 
neighborhood groups and associations, schools/colleges, local officials, chambers of commerce, civic 
associations, business interests, cemetery associations, Veterans Affairs (VA), Miller Park Stadium District, 
and Girl Scouts of America. 

The following CAC meetings were held during preparation of the Draft EIS: 

August 16, 2012—Review project purpose and need aspects and study process. 
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I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

December 4, 2012—Conclude purpose and need review, and discuss initial range of design options.
 

March 20, 2013—Provide update on project design options/refinements and continuing technical analyses
 
(design, traffic, and safety).
 

May 15, 2013—Provide update on design options/refinements, impact evaluation, and solicit input on initial
 
screening of the alternatives.
 

July 29, 2013—Conduct briefing on material to be presented at the July 30 and 31, 2013, Public Involvement
 
Meeting.
 

June 5, 2014—Conduct briefing on material to be presented at the June 16 and 17, 2014, Public Involvement
 
Meetings.
 

September 29 to 30, 2014—Open house to view the scale models of the alternatives.
 

5.1.2 Public Involvement Meetings 
Five public involvement meetings were held during identification and evaluation of project purpose and 
need factors, development and refinement of the alternatives, and evaluation of impacts. 

All the public involvement meetings were announced through newsletters sent to local officials, elected 
officials, neighborhood associations, business interests, adjacent property owners, state and federal 
agencies, Native American Tribes, and other interests and stakeholders. Newsletters also were dropped off 
at libraries, city halls, and courthouses in the study area. The meetings were advertised in local newspapers 
(Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, Waukesha Freeman, Community NOW, Community Journal, Milwaukee Courier, 
Milwaukee Times, Spanish Journal, and the Spanish language El Conquistador) and through local radio and 
television announcements. Meeting notices and other information were posted in English and Spanish on 
the project website. 

For public convenience, all meetings were held at two locations in the project corridor. The meetings were 
conducted in an open‐house format that allowed interested persons to attend at a convenient time to 
review displays, ask questions, and provide comments. Handouts providing project and schedule 
information, contact information, and soliciting input on various project aspects (purpose and need, 
alternatives, environmental aspects, and impacts) were available at the meetings along with the project’s 
Coordination Plan for Agency and Public Involvement and Impact Analysis Methodology. Comment forms 
were provided for written comments to be submitted during or after the meetings. Comments could also be 
submitted through the project website. 

General information/brochures on state and federal relocation assistance and benefits were available at the 
meetings, and WisDOT Real Estate staff was present to answer questions. A brochure explaining the 
FHWA/WisDOT process for assessing noise impacts and considering noise abatement was also available. 

5.1.2.1 First Public Involvement Meeting (August 21 and August 23, 2012) 
The first public involvement meetings were held on August 21, 2012, at the Tommy Thompson Youth Center 
at State Fair Park and on August 23, 2012, at Burbank Elementary School in Milwaukee. Both sessions were 
held from 4:00 PM to 8:00 PM, and the total attendance was about 250. 

The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study to the public, to present 
preliminary purpose and need information, to obtain public input on concerns with the existing freeway, 
and to obtain ideas for possible solutions. Information on environmental constraints and considerations was 
also presented (business and community resources, historic properties, cemeteries, public use lands, 
water/wetland resources, and noise). 

The first public involvement meeting also included a survey to obtain input on the use of I‐94 in the study 
area, travel times, trip purpose, mode of travel, and views about safety and congestion. This survey was also 
available on the project website. 
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SECTION 5—COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

Support for improvements included addressing safety and traffic flow concerns, modernizing the freeway, 
adding travel lanes, and incorporating transit. Concerns included access changes, property acquisition, 
adding travel lanes, impacting the cemeteries, creating more noise in adjacent neighborhoods, and adding 
more traffic to the local street network. 

5.1.2.2 Second Public Involvement Meeting (December 5 and December 6, 2012) 
The second public involvement meetings were held on December 5, 2012, at the Tommy Thompson Youth 
Center at State Fair Park and on December 6, 2012, at Marquette University High School. Both sessions were 
held from 4:00 PM to 7:00 PM, and the total attendance was about 280. 

The purpose of the meeting was to share updated and new information on project purpose and need and 
feedback from the first public involvement meeting; to present the initial range of design concepts, ranging 
from replace‐in‐kind to full modernization; and to present the results of traffic studies on the initial range of 
alternatives. 

The meeting also included a survey to obtain input on capacity/congestion in the project corridor, possible 
ways to address congestion and safety concerns, possible use of a double‐deck freeway (above or below 
ground) to minimize impacts through the cemetery area west of Miller Park, changing locations or 
eliminating some of the existing interchange ramps, and converting existing left‐hand ramps to right‐hand 
ramps. This survey was also available on the project website. A summary of the survey responses is located 
in Section 5.1.5. 

Over 100 people having a connection to Marquette University High School submitted comments requesting 
that the 35th Street interchange with I‐94 remain open. Property owners and representatives from 
community organizations expressed concern about property acquisition and impacts to the community if 
access is changed or views of adjacent properties are altered. There was not a clear preference for particular 
design options. Input on whether travel lanes should or should not be added was evenly mixed. 

Following the second public involvement meeting, on January 14, 2013, the City of West Allis sent a letter to 
WisDOT expressing concern about the level of service of four existing freeway ramps and possible 
implications such level of service could have on environmental justice populations, as well as future 
development and job creation (Appendix D, Letter D‐69). WisDOT responded to the City’s concerns on 
February 28, 2013 (Appendix D, Letter D‐70). 

5.1.2.3 Third Public Involvement Meeting (May 21 and May 22, 2013) 
The third public involvement meetings were held on May 21, 2013 at the Tommy Thompson Youth Center at 
State Fair Park and on May 22, 2013, at Marquette University High School. Both sessions were held from 
4:00 PM to 7:00 PM, and the total attendance was about 360. 

The purpose of the meeting was to present and obtain input on the latest range of refined alternatives in 
terms of how they address traffic and safety factors, and the extent to which they address previous public 
input. Refinements since the December public meeting were made to the freeway lanes and interchange 
layouts, interchange ramps, and ramp connections to local streets. Updated information was also provided 
on potential impacts, real‐estate needs, costs, and traffic projections. 

The third meeting also included specific information on known historic resources in the project corridor and 
the historic preservation/consultation process under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
The public was encouraged to share concerns about the I‐94 alternatives being considered, their potential 
effects on the known resources in the following bulleted list, or possible additional historic resources in the 
study area: 

 Calvary Cemetery 
 Northwestern Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers National Historic Landmark (NHL) 
 Northwestern Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers Historic District 
 Soldiers’ Home Reef NHL 
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I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

 Story Hill Residential Historic District 1 
 Story Hill Residential Historic District 2 and 3 

Property owners and representatives from community organizations expressed concerns about accessing 
I‐94, impacts associated with double deck alternatives, and adding additional lanes, such as property 
acquisition, noise, and changing views from properties adjacent to I‐94. 

Following the third public involvement meeting, on May 21, 2013, the City of Milwaukee Department of 
Public Works sent a letter to WisDOT recommending that WisDOT not proceed with the I‐94 East‐West 
Corridor study until litigation on the Zoo Interchange EIS is resolved (Appendix D, Letter D‐60). 

On May 24, 2013, the City of West Allis mayor filled out a comment form indicating concern that ramp level 
of service will negatively impact access to jobs and businesses in West Allis (see Appendix D, Letter D‐71). 

On June 4, 2013, the Story Hill Neighborhood Association sent a letter to WisDOT expressing its position on 
the most recent alternatives. The Story Hill Neighborhood Association opposes freeway lane expansion and 
any double decking of lanes where the top level/deck is elevated. The group thinks the tunnel option should 
be reconsidered. It was also recommended that the Stadium Interchange be moved farther south, with a 
reduced footprint. The Story Hill Neighborhood Association generally supports making safety improvements 
as necessary, but recommends that the freeway be rebuilt in the existing footprint, keeping all entrance and 
exit ramps as they are, with the exception of possibly eliminating the Mitchell Boulevard interchange. 

On June 6, 2013, the City of West Allis sent a letter and resolution to Governor Walker opposing 
construction of alternatives that do not include access to both 70th Street and Hawley Road/60th Street 
(Appendix D, Letters D‐72, D‐73, and D‐74). The resolution was adopted by the West Allis Common Council 
on June 4, 2013. WisDOT responded on June 18, 2013, indicating that the City’s resolution has been added 
to the project records and will be considered as the study proceeds (Appendix D, Letter D‐75). 

On June 8, 2013, the West Allis/West Milwaukee Chamber of Commerce sent an e‐mail to WisDOT passing 
along letters and petitions from member organizations opposing elimination of the interchange ramps at 
either 70th Street or Hawley Road/60th Street, or both. Unit Forgings and Milwaukee Area Technical College 
(MATC) provided individual letters. SCS Management provided a 10‐signature petition, BMO Harris Bank 
provided a 61‐signature petition, and the Mis Suenos Mexican & American Restaurant provided an 83‐
signature petition stating “We, the undersigned, stand in opposition to any alternative that would eliminate 
I‐94 ramps at 70th Street and/or Hawley Road. The ramps provide necessary access to a number of 
manufacturing, office, and retail businesses/jobs and are critical to the economic success of our community.” 

5.1.2.4 Fourth Public Involvement Meeting (July 30 and July 31, 2013) 
The fourth public involvement meetings were held on July 30, 2013, at Marquette University High School 
and on July 31, 2013, at the Pettit National Ice Center. Both sessions were held from 4:00 PM to 7:00 PM, 
and the total attendance was about 200. 

The purpose of the meeting was to present and obtain input on the latest range of refined alternatives in 
terms of how they address traffic and safety factors, and the extent to which they address previous public 
input. Single alternatives remained for the west segment (C‐D roads), Stadium Interchange segment (single 
point interchange with free flow ramps from I‐94), and east segment (braided ramps), while an At‐grade and 
a Double Deck alternative remained under consideration in the cemetery segment. Additionally, visual 
renderings showing what the freeway would look like after construction were presented. Updated 
information was provided on potential impacts, real‐estate needs, costs, and traffic projections. 

The fourth meeting included specific information on known historic resources in the project corridor and the 
historic preservation/consultation process under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The 
public was encouraged to share concerns about the I‐94 alternatives being considered and their potential 
effects on historic resources. 
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SECTION 5—COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

As at the third public involvement meeting, property owners and representatives from community 
organizations expressed concerns about accessing I‐94, impacts associated with double deck alternatives, 
and adding additional lanes, such as property acquisition, noise, and changing views from properties 
adjacent to I‐94. 

5.1.2.5 Fifth Public Involvement Meeting (June 16 and June 17, 2014) 
The fifth public involvement meetings were held on June 16, 2014, at the Pettit National Ice Center and on 
June 17, 2014 at Marquette University High School. The June 16 meeting was held from 3:00 PM to 7:00 PM and 
the June 17 meeting from 5:00 PM to 8:00 PM. The total attendance at these meetings was about 300 people. 

The purpose of the fifth meeting was to provide an update on the alternatives being evaluated for the 
corridor and obtain input from the public on these alternatives. After the fourth public involvement 
meeting, WisDOT consolidated the four project segments in to a west and an east segment. All the 
alternatives presented at the previous public involvement meeting remained under consideration and an 
On‐alignment alternative in the east segment was added to the range of alternatives still under 
consideration. The half interchange at Hawley Road option for the At‐grade alternative was displayed to the 
public for the first time. 

Visual renderings showing what the freeway would look like after construction were presented along with a 
“fly‐through” video. The most common comments from meeting attendees focused on access to I‐94, 
specifically at Hawley Road. Support between the At‐grade alternative and Double Deck alternative 
remained split amongst the public. 

An organized protest was held outside the meeting room at the June 17th meeting. The group was opposed 
to capacity expansion and advocated more investment in transit. 

5.1.3 State Fair Outreach 
The I‐94 East‐West Corridor project team staffed a project information booth at the 2013 and 2014 
Wisconsin State Fair. The booth included project‐related exhibits and provided the public an opportunity to 
interact with the project team to address any questions or comments. During the 2014 Wisconsin State Fair, 
the three dimensional scale models of the At‐grade and Double Deck alternatives were displayed for public 
viewing. 

Comments verbally and in writing at the State Fair information booth were primarily from individuals who 
drive the corridor but do not live adjacent to the freeway. The comments received were overwhelmingly in 
favor of the Double Deck alternative, primarily due to the greater capacity and safety. The commenters at 
State Fair that supported the At‐grade alternative typically mentioned cost considerations. 

5.1.4 Project Website 
The project website is at www.dot.wisconsin.gov/projects/seregion/94stadiumint.htm. The I‐94 East‐West 
Corridor study is listed under “Plans and studies (no construction activity).” The website includes 
information on purpose and need, alternatives, maps, schedule, contact information, and materials 
provided at the public involvement meetings. The public involvement meeting announcements and 
handouts are also posted in English and Spanish. 

An overview of the study is also available on YouTube at http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qLB‐
d09nMHQ. 

5.1.5 Project Surveys 
As noted in Section 5.1.2, WisDOT conducted two surveys, one during the first public involvement meeting 
and one during the second public involvement meeting, to learn about travel habits on I‐94 in the study area 
and thoughts on congestion and ways to address it. The surveys were available at both the first and second 
public involvement meetings and on the project website, in both English and Spanish. 
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I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

The survey available during the first public involvement meeting focused on the use of I‐94 in the study area, 
travel times, trip purpose, mode of travel, and views about safety and congestion. The survey found that the 
corridor was used for a variety of trip types (work and personal) and those who responded to the survey 
generally used I‐94 daily or several times a week. Respondents found the corridor to be congested and 
generally unsafe. 

The survey available during the second public involvement meeting obtained input on capacity/congestion 
in the project corridor, possible ways to address congestion and safety concerns, possible use of a double‐
deck freeway (above or below ground) to minimize impacts through the cemetery area west of Miller Park, 
changing locations or eliminating some of the existing interchange ramps, and converting left‐hand ramps to 
right‐hand ramps. 

There were 160 respondents to the second survey. Approximately half of the respondents to the second 
survey came from areas immediately adjacent to the project corridor. The survey yielded the following 
results: 

	 71 percent of the respondents would like a reduction in congestion as a part of the project. Respondents 
who live along the corridor were less likely to want to reduce congestion. Respondents along the 
corridor that supported a reduction in congestion were more likely to respond that their support would 
depend on the option/solution. 

	 Of the ways to reduce congestion, changing left‐hand ramps to right‐hand ramps and consolidating how 
and where ramps enter and exit I‐94 were the highest rated. Reducing the number of exits and 
entrances was the least popular. The option of adding a fourth lane was most popular with respondents 
not adjacent to the corridor. 

	 65 percent of respondents would not support the double deck option. Respondents adjacent to the 
project corridor were least likely to support a Double Deck alternative. 

	 33 percent of the respondents thought existing access points to/from I‐94 should be maintained, no 
matter what the impact. 

	 88 percent of respondents support changing left‐hand ramps to right‐hand ramps. Respondents along 
the corridor were much more likely to support this option only if it did not impact property. 

	 On average, respondents believed there should be a fifty‐fifty balance between maintaining traffic levels 
on the freeway and local streets and pushing more traffic to local streets by consolidating intersections. 

5.1.6 Other Public Outreach Activities 
In addition to the public involvement meetings, the study team participated in several neighborhood 
meetings, and other meetings, to inform interested parties about the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study, 
including project purpose and need, development, refinement, evaluation of alternatives, and impact 
evaluation. Key outreach activities included the following: 

March 27, 2012—Meeting with Alderman and Story Hill Neighborhood Association representative in 
preparation for April 2, 2012, neighborhood association meeting. 

April 2, 2012—Meeting with Story Hill Neighborhood Association; briefing on overall study and schedule. 

May 10, 2012—Meeting with Wauwatosa Chamber of Commerce; briefing on overall study and schedule. 

May 29, 2012—Meeting with representatives of Beth Hamedrosh Hagodel Cemetery and Spring Hill 
Cemetery; briefing on overall study and schedule. 

June 26, 2012—Meeting with Miller Park and Milwaukee Brewers; briefing on overall study and schedule. 

June 27, 2012—Meeting with representatives of Anshai Lebowitz Cemetery; briefing on overall study and 
schedule. 
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SECTION 5—COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

September 24, 2012—Meeting with representatives of Beth Hamedrosh Hagodel Cemetery; discussion of
 
proposed I‐94 improvements and tour of the cemetery.
 

September 27, 2012—Meeting with Menomonee Valley Business Association; briefing on overall study and
 
schedule.
 

October 19, 2012—Meeting with MillerCoors; briefing on overall study and schedule.
 

October 23, 2012—Meeting with Brewers, Stadium District, and ImPark representatives; discussed parking
 
volumes, traffic circulation, and other elements related to Miller Park access during game events.
 

October 25, 2012—Meeting with Wauwatosa Chamber of Commerce; briefing on overall study and
 
schedule.
 

October 25, 2012—Meeting with Marquette University High School; briefing on overall study and schedule.
 

October 29, 2012—Meeting with MATC; briefing on overall study and schedule.
 

November 5, 2012—Meeting with Bluemound Heights Neighborhood Group; briefing on overall study and
 
schedule.
 

November 29, 2012—Meeting with Bluemound Road Business Association; briefing on overall study and
 
schedule and discussion of access from freeway to Bluemound Road.
 

December 17, 2012—Meeting with Layton Boulevards West Neighborhood Association; briefing on overall
 
study and schedule and discussion of interchange access issues.
 

December 19, 2012—Meeting with Menomonee Valley Partners and Menomonee Valley Business
 
Association; briefing on overall study, design options, and schedule.
 

January 4, 2013—Meeting with Central Bark Doggy Daycare; briefing on overall study, design options, and
 
schedule.
 

January 8, 2013—Meeting with Hunger Task Force; briefing on overall study, design options, and schedule.
 

January 23, 2013—Meeting with Badger Truck; briefing on overall study, design options, and schedule.
 

January 24, 2013—Meeting with Menomonee Valley Business Association; briefing on study, design
 
options, and refinements.
 

January 29, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Brewers; briefing on study, design options, and refinements.
 

February 6, 2013—Meeting with Menomonee Valley Partners; briefing on indirect and cumulative effects
 
analysis process and methodology.
 

February 7, 2013—Meeting with Layton Boulevards West Neighborhood Association; briefing on indirect
 
and cumulative effects analysis process and methodology.
 

February 14, 2013—Meeting with Potawatomi Hotel and Casino; briefing on study, design options, and
 
refinements.
 

February 25, 2013—Meeting with Story Hill Neighborhood Association; briefing on study progress.
 

February 25, 2013—Meeting with African American Chamber of Commerce; briefing on indirect and
 
cumulative effects analysis process and methodology.
 

March 4, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Brewers; briefing on study, design options, and refinements.
 

March 13, 2013—Mini public involvement meeting with Layton Boulevard West Neighborhoods
 
Association; briefing on design options presented at the second public involvement meeting.
 

March 14, 2013—Meeting with Hispanic Chamber of Commerce; briefing on indirect and cumulative effects
 
analysis process and methodology.
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I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

March 25, 2013—Meeting with Merrill Park Neighborhood Association; briefing on study, design options,
 
and refinements.
 

March 27, 2013—Meeting with Joy Global trucking; briefing on study, design options, and access.
 

April 1, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Brewers; briefing on study, design options, and refinements.
 

April 18, 2013—Meeting with Wauwatosa Chamber of Commerce; briefing on study, design options, and
 
refinements.
 

May 1, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Brewers; briefing on post‐game parking‐lot unloading.
 

May 8, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Brewers; briefing on design options.
 

May 20, 2013—Meeting with Beth Hamedrosh Hagodel Cemetery representatives; briefing on design
 
options and other information to be presented at the third public involvement meeting.
 

June 3, 2013—Meeting with Menomonee Valley Business Association; briefing on study, design options, and
 
refinements.
 

June 5, 2013—Meeting with Historic Concordia Neighborhood Board; briefing on study, design options, and
 
refinements.
 

June 11, 2013—Attended 30th Street Industrial Corridor Business Meeting; briefing on project’s
 
environmental justice outreach plan.
 

June 13, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Brewers; briefing on design options.
 

June 19, 2013—Meeting with Badger Truck; briefing on potential real estate impacts.
 

June 19, 2013—Meeting with INTEC (Insulation Technologies, 25th Street, Milwaukee); briefing on potential
 
relocation of business.
 

June 27, 2013—Meeting with Menomonee Valley Business Association; review of the latest alternatives.
 

July 9, 2013—Meeting with Merrill Park Neighborhood Association; providing an update on the project and
 
design options.
 

July 12, 2013—Meeting with Merrill Park senior housing development, operated by the Housing Authority of
 
the City of Milwaukee.
 

July 16, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Urban League; discussion of the project’s environmental justice
 
outreach plan.
 

July 19, 2013—Meeting with Badger Truck; discussion of potential relocation of business.
 

July 23, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Brewers; discussion of traffic issues and concerns.
 

August 1, 2013—Meeting with Phelan Development; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects analysis
 
process and methodology.
 

August 7, 2013—Meeting with Irgens; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects analysis process and
 
methodology.
 

August 7, 2013—Meeting with General Capital Group; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects analysis
 
process and methodology.
 

August 7, 2013—Meeting with Miron Construction; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects analysis
 
process and methodology.
 

August 7, 2013—Meeting with St. Paul Veterinary Clinic; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects
 
analysis process and methodology.
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SECTION 5—COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

August 14, 2013—Meeting with Van Buren Management; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects
 
analysis process and methodology.
 

August 29, 2013—Meeting with Downtown Stakeholders; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects
 
analysis process and methodology.
 

September 10, 2013—Meeting with Badger Truck; discussion of potential relocation of business.
 

September 10, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Brewers; update on the project and design options.
 

September 26, 2013—Meeting with Avenues West; update on the project and design options.
 

October 11, 2013—Meeting with Menomonee Valley Partners/URS; update on the project.
 

November 13, 2013—Meeting with Badger Truck; discussion of potential relocation of business.
 

November 20, 2013—Meeting with Menomonee Valley Partners; update on the project. The Menomonee
 
Valley Partners asked WisDOT to consider building a ramp from the 27th Street viaduct to Canal Street to
 
improve access to the Valley. This would address the Menomonee Valley Partners’ concern that
 
reconfiguring the current 25th/26th/28th Street interchange into a diamond interchange at 27th Street would
 
make freeway access to the Menomonee Valley inconvenient. WisDOT evaluated the requested ramp
 
connection and determined that it would not be needed to make I‐94 or the 27th Street interchange operate
 
more efficiently. WisDOT informed the Menomonee Valley Partners at this meeting that WisDOT would not
 
fund the proposed ramp connection.
 

December 17, 2013—Meeting with NAIOP; update on the project and the design options.
 

December 18, 2013—Meeting with Badger Truck Center; discussion of potential relocation of business.
 

January 16, 2014—Meeting with Dryhootch of America; discuss alternatives and project design aspects.
 

January 23, 2014—Meeting with Clarke Square Council; discuss alternatives and project design aspects.
 

February 12, 2014—Meeting with 16th Street Community Health Center; discuss alternatives and project
 
design aspects.
 

February 27, 2014—Meeting with Allied Veterans Council; discuss alternatives and project design aspects.
 

March 18, 2014—Meeting with Hispanic Chamber of Commerce to provide an update on the project,
 
alternatives, and design aspects.
 

June 18, 2014—Attended Menomonee Valley Partners board meeting to provide an update on the
 
project, alternatives, and design aspects.
 

June 23, 2014—Meeting with Metropolitan Milwaukee Association of Commerce Business Council; discuss
 
alternatives and project design aspects.
 

June 25, 2014—Meeting with Badger Truck; discussion of potential relocation of business.
 

June 30, 2014—Meeting with Story Hill Neighborhood Association; provide an update on the project,
 
alternatives, and design aspects.
 

July 10, 2014—Meeting with Menomonee Valley Partners; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects.
 

July 17, 2014—Meeting with the Brewers; discussion about parking in relation to the project.
 

July 17, 2014—Meeting with the Hunger Task Force; discuss alternatives and project design aspects.
 

July 25, 2014—Attended Menomonee Valley Partners board meeting to discuss design aspects.
 

August 26, 2014—Meeting with University of Wisconsin−Milwaukee’s Children’s Environmental Health
 
Sciences to discuss environmental aspects of the project.
 

September 11, 2014—Meeting with Milwaukee County Transit System to discuss transit within the corridor.
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I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

September 22, 2014—Meeting with Urban League, Milwaukee, to discuss the project’s environmental justice
 
outreach plan.
 

September 25, 2014—Milwaukee Latino Health Coalition Meeting—presentation of the project at their
 
general coalition meeting.
 

September 30, 2014—Meeting with Marquette University and Avenues West to discuss alternatives and
 
project design aspects.
 

October 2, 2014—Meeting with Marquette University engineering students to discuss project alternatives
 
and design aspects.
 

October 7, 2014—Meeting with Hunger Task Force/WISPIRG/1,000 Friends/Sierra Club to discuss the
 
project.
 

October 21, 2014—Meeting with Potawatomi Hotel/Casino by their request to discuss the alternatives.
 

October 22, 2014—Meeting with Menomonee Valley Partners and other Valley stakeholders to discuss east
 
segment of the project.
 

October 24, 2014—Meeting with Centro Hispano of Milwaukee to discuss the project, specifically the east
 
segment.
 

October 29, 2014—Meeting with Harley‐Davidson to discuss the project.
 

5.2 Coordination with Local Officials 
A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was established to assist the study team in identifying and 
understanding project purpose and need issues, developing and evaluating alternatives, evaluating impacts, 
and sharing project information with other community interests. The TAC includes representatives from 
Milwaukee County, City of Milwaukee, City of West Allis, Village of West Milwaukee, Milwaukee 
Metropolitan Sewerage District (MMSD), Milwaukee County Transit System (MCTS), Southeastern Wisconsin 
Regional Planning Commission (SEWRPC), Miller Park Stadium District, We Energies, American Transmission 
Company, and Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR). The study team also met individually 
with local officials as needed during the course of the study. 

5.2.1 Technical Advisory Committee Meetings 
TAC meetings that were held during preparation of the Draft EIS include the following:
 

August 16, 2012—Reviewed project purpose and need aspects and study process.
 

December 4, 2012—Concluded purpose and need review; discussed initial range of design options.
 

March 20, 2013—Provided update on project design options/refinements and continued technical analyses
 
(design, traffic, and safety).
 

May 15, 2013—Provided update on design options/refinements, impact evaluation, and solicited input on
 
initial screening of the alternatives.
 

July 29, 2013—Conducted briefing on material to be presented at the July 30 and July 31, 2013, public
 
involvement meeting.
 

June 5, 2014—Conducted briefing on material to be presented at the June 16 and June 17, 2014, public
 
involvement meeting.
 

September 29 – 30, 2014—Open house to view the scale models of the alternatives.
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SECTION 5—COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

Additional Coordination with Local Officials 

Additional meetings and contacts with local officials included the following:
 

August 16, 2012—Meeting with elected officials; briefing on overall study and schedule.
 

November 15, 2012—Meeting with City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works; briefing on project
 
status and next steps.
 

November 26, 2012—Meeting with City of Milwaukee; presentation of initial design options through
 
cemetery area east of Hawley Road.
 

November 28, 2012—Meeting with elected officials; update on study and schedule.
 

January 14, 2013—Letter from City of West Allis expressing concern about possible level of service of the
 
68th Street and Hawley Road ramps, accuracy of demographic data on environmental justice populations in
 
the corridor, and effects on future redevelopment of the former Allis‐Chalmers factory site (Appendix D,
 
Letter D‐69). WisDOT responded to the city’s letter on February 28, 2013 (Appendix D, Letter D‐70).
 

February 4, 2013—Meeting with City of West Allis; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects analysis
 
process and methodology.
 

February 4, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee County Parks Department; discussion of county‐owned parcels
 
and interests in the project corridor.
 

February 6, 2013—Meeting with Waukesha County Department of Parks and Land Use; discussion of
 
indirect and cumulative effects analysis process and methodology.
 

February 6, 2013—Meeting with City of Milwaukee Department of Development; discussion of indirect and
 
cumulative effects analysis process and methodology.
 

February 7, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Alderman Michael Murphy; discussion of indirect and
 
cumulative effects analysis process and methodology.
 

February 14, 2013—Meeting with Village of West Milwaukee; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects
 
analysis process and methodology.
 

February 28, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee County; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects analysis
 
process and methodology.
 

March 1, 2013—Letter from City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works expressing concern about the
 
extent to which the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study would consider all modes of transportation, including
 
mass transit, diversion of traffic from local arterials to I‐94, capacity expansion, a Double Deck alternative
 
through the cemetery area, and potential elimination of access to I‐94 (Appendix D, Letters D‐56 and D‐57).
 
WisDOT responded to the City’s letter on May 13, 2013 (Appendix D, Letter D‐58).
 

March 4, 2013—Meeting with City of Wauwatosa; discussion of indirect and cumulative effects analysis
 
process and methodology.
 

March 7, 2013—Meeting with City of West Allis; briefing on study, design options, and refinements.
 

April 10, 2013—Meeting with City of Wauwatosa (Director of Public Works, Mayor, Development Director);
 
briefing on study, design options, and refinements.
 

April 11, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Alderman; briefing on study, design options, and refinements.
 

April 17, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee Alderman; briefing on study, design options, and refinements.
 

April 22, 2013—Meeting with City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works; discussion of 70th Street
 
interchange alternatives.
 

May 7, 2013—Meeting with West Allis City Council; briefing on study, design options, and refinements.
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I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

May 13, 2013—Meeting with elected officials; briefing on study, design options, and refinements.
 

June 7, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee County Parks Department; review of alternatives adjacent to
 
Mitchell Boulevard Park, Story Parkway, and Valley Park. No substantive issues were identified.
 

June 18, 2013—Meeting with City of West Allis; discussion of the concerns raised in their January 14, 2013,
 
letter regarding ramp and freeway capacity, demographics for environmental justice populations, and
 
impacts on redevelopment.
 

June 20, 2013—Meeting with City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works; discussion of Section 2 of the
 
Draft EIS (Alternatives).
 

July 25, 2013—Meeting with State Representative Joe Sanfelippo; briefing on study activities, design
 
options, and schedule.
 

July 29, 2013—Elected officials meeting; briefing on material to be presented at the July 30 and July 31,
 
2013, public involvement meeting.
 

October 1, 2013—Meeting with Milwaukee County Parks Department; briefing on study activities, design
 
options, and schedule.
 

October 28, 2013—Meeting with City of Milwaukee; follow up to previous letters and electronic
 
correspondence regarding project purpose and need, scope of proposed improvements, and alternatives
 
being considered.
 

December 10, 2013—Meeting with City of Milwaukee and SEWRPC; discussion of Transportation
 
Improvement Program Amendment.
 

January 17, 2014—Meeting between City of Milwaukee Mayor and WisDOT Secretary to discuss project.
 

January 24, 2014—Meeting with Milwaukee County Department of Transportation to discuss project
 
alternatives and design aspects.
 

February 5, 2014—Meeting with City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works to discuss project
 
alternatives, design aspects, and schedule.
 

February 14, 2014—Meeting with Milwaukee County Executive to discuss project alternatives and design
 
aspects.
 

February 19, 2014—Meeting with City of Wauwatosa to discuss project alternatives and design aspects.
 

February 25, 2014—Meeting with City of Wauwatosa Traffic and Safety to discuss project alternatives,
 
traffic and safety concerns.
 

March 4, 2014—Meeting with City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works to discuss project alternatives
 
and design aspects.
 

April 7, 2014—Meeting with City of Milwaukee to discuss project alternatives and design aspects.
 

May 8, 2014—Meeting with Milwaukee County to discuss project alternatives and design aspects.
 

May 9, 2014—Meeting with City of Milwaukee to provide project update, discuss alternatives and design
 
aspects.
 

June 3, 2014—Meeting with City of West Allis to discuss project alternatives.
 

June 3, 2014—Meeting with Alderman Murphy to discuss project alternatives.
 

June 5, 2014—Meeting with elected officials; briefing material to be presented at the June 16 and June 17,
 
2014, public involvement meeting.
 

June 12, 2014—Meeting with Representative Gwen Moore to discuss project alternatives.
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SECTION 5—COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

July 18, 2014—Letter from Representative Gwen Moore (Appendix D, letter D‐39) to United States 
Department of Transportation Secretary Foxx expressing concern about the project. Asked for increased 
oversight to ensure public comments are being solicited and treated fairly. Some constituents have 
contacted her and support the At‐grade alternative. These concerns are new since the June 12, 2014, 
meeting. FHWA responded to Representative Moore on September 19, 2014 (Appendix D, letter D‐40). 

September 22, 2014—Meeting with Milwaukee County to discuss snow removal and maintenance for the 
alternatives. 

October 7, 2014—Meeting with City of West Allis to discuss project alternatives, access at Hawley Road, and 
design aspects. 

5.3 Agency Coordination 
Coordination with agencies and others who may be interested in the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study is 
conducted under FHWA’s environmental coordination procedures, as codified in 23 USC 139. FHWA’s 
coordination procedures provide opportunity for agencies, local officials, and others to participate in the 
environmental review process by providing input on information being prepared for the environmental 
document and by sharing views or concerns on the need for proposed improvements, alternatives being 
considered, potential impacts, mitigation, and other environmental aspects. The coordination process 
includes the following key activities: 

Lead agencies (FHWA and WisDOT) invite other agencies, local officials, and other interests to become 
cooperating or participating agencies in the environmental review process. Cooperating agencies have 
jurisdiction by law or special expertise with respect to the project’s environmental impacts.Participating 
agencies have an interest in the project. 

As noted in Section 5.1, a Coordination Plan for Agency and Public Involvement for the I‐94 East‐West 
Corridor was prepared to communicate how and when the lead agencies will obtain public and agency 
participation in the environmental review process. The Coordination Plan provides a list of cooperating and 
participating agencies and the contact person for each agency. The Coordination Plan has the following 
three concurrence points in which cooperating and participating agencies are invited to participate: project 
purpose and need, range of alternatives being considered, and selection of the Preferred Alternative. 

An Impact Analysis Methodology is prepared to communicate to the agencies and the public how the 
impacts of the proposed transportation project and its alternatives will be evaluated. 

5.3.1 Cooperating and Participating Agencies 
In July 2012, FHWA and WisDOT sent letters to federal and state regulatory agencies, local officials, and 
Native American tribes inviting them to be cooperating or participating agencies in environmental aspects of 
the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study. VA representatives subsequently requested being added as a 
participating agency at a meeting in August 2012. The status of cooperating and participating agencies is 
summarized as follows: 

July 2, 2012—E‐mail from the City of West Allis agreeing to be a participating agency in environmental 
aspects of the study (Appendix D, Letter D‐67). 

July 3, 2012—Letter from SEWRPC agreeing to be a participating agency in environmental aspects of the 
study (Appendix D, Letter D‐48). 

July 6, 2012—Letter from U.S. Department of the Interior National Park Service agreeing to be a 
participating agency in environmental aspects of the study (Appendix D, Letter D‐10). Per e‐mail on May 9, 
2013, National Park Service requested to be considered a cooperating agency (Appendix D, Letter D‐13). 

July 10, 2012—Letter from the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) agreeing to be a 
participating agency in environmental aspects of the study (Appendix D, Letter D‐1). 
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I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

July 25, 2012—Letter from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers agreeing to be a cooperating agency in 
environmental aspects of the study (Appendix D, Letter D‐20). 

July 25, 2012—E‐mail from the City of Milwaukee agreeing to be a participating agency in environmental 
aspects of the study (Appendix D, Letter D‐53). 

July 26, 2012—Letter from Milwaukee County agreeing to be a participating agency in environmental 
aspects of the study (Appendix D, Letter D‐51). 

July 26, 2012—Letter from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service declining invitation to become a participating 
agency due to workload, but noting they will provide comments on the EIS (Appendix D, Letter D‐7). 

July 30, 2012—E‐mail from WDNR agreeing to be a cooperating agency in environmental aspects of the 
study (Appendix D, Letter D‐41). 

August 30, 2012—Department of Veterans Affairs’ verbal request to be a participating agency 
(VA representatives from National Cemetery Administration, Wood National Cemetery, and VA Real 
Property Service). 

5.3.2 Agency Scoping Meeting and Follow-up 
An agency scoping meeting was held for cooperating and participating agencies on July 17, 2012. 
The purpose of the meeting was to provide information about the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study (project 
background/history, existing conditions, preliminary purpose and need factors, environmental review 
process, and schedule). The meeting was also an opportunity for participants to provide input on issues they 
would like to have considered in the corridor study. Participants in the scoping meeting included 
representatives from FHWA, WisDOT, consultant team, Corps of Engineers, USEPA, SEWRPC, Milwaukee 
County, City of West Allis, and City of Milwaukee. The National Park Service representative could not attend 
the scoping meeting, but noted that the National Park Service would like to be kept informed about the 
project. 

Key discussion items/input included the following: 

	 The City of Milwaukee was concerned about any substantive changes in existing local access, impacts of 
new or revised access points, residential impacts, and right‐of‐way acquisition. 

	 Milwaukee County would like to have transit access and traffic mitigation considered; impacts to any 
county parks should also be avoided, if possible. 

	 The Corps of Engineers reiterated the Clean Water Act’s hierarchy for wetland impacts (avoid, minimize, 
and mitigate). 

	 The City of West Allis expressed concerns similar to those expressed by the City of Milwaukee about 
changes in existing access and associated impacts. 

	 USEPA asked about existing and freeway future level of service, stated that the study team should strive 
for design exceptions in tight urban areas, and requested a copy of the wetland delineation report. 

	 SEWRPC stated that past data for the I‐94 freeway system show that it reaches level of service F in at 
least one peak hour each day. It was also noted that the situation is beginning to occur more frequently, 
not just in the peak hour. 

	 WisDOT noted that a project is underway to restore the Menomonee River in the I‐94 study area by 
eliminating the existing concrete channel. Because the Menomonee River bridge is adjacent to a 
railroad, and due to other terrain features, the new structure will be high. USEPA noted that it is 
reviewing scoping materials for the Menomonee River restoration project. The information was 
subsequently shared with the I‐94 study team and the Corps of Engineers Waukesha office. 
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SECTION 5—COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

	 The project’s environmental review process in 23 USC 139 was briefly discussed, and WisDOT noted that 
the draft Coordination Plan and Impact Analysis Methodology documents would be sent to cooperating 
and participating agencies for review in the near future. The draft documents were sent to the agencies 
on August 28, 2012. Key comments in response to the draft Coordination Plan and Impact Analysis 
Methodology documents are summarized as follows: 

—	 The VA (National Cemetery Administration) requested that additional VA representatives be added 
to the participating agency list in the Coordination Plan. For the Impact Analysis Methodology, it 
noted that project coordination needs to have full involvement of the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), VA Historic Preservation Office, and the National Cemetery Administration History 
Office. 

—	 The National Park Service provided information on National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 
requirements to account for potential impacts to the VA’s NHL and National Register of Historic 
Places (National Register) properties. It also provided information on requirements for evaluating 
impacts to cemeteries and burial sites. 

—	 The Corps of Engineers noted that wetlands within primary environmental corridors are regulated as 
ADID wetlands and requested that the presence of Advanced Identification of Wetland Disposal 
Areas (ADID) in the project area be noted in the Impact Analysis Methodology. 

—	 WDNR requested that forthcoming Total Maximum Daily Load standards developed by MMSD be 
considered when analyzing the potential water quality impacts. WDNR also noted that the project’s 
conceptual stormwater management plan should evaluate the impact of runoff release rates for 
100‐year and 2‐year storm events. 

—	 USEPA recommended that the Coordination Plan include additional information regarding 
consultation with the VA and SHPO due to the historic properties. USEPA requested that information 
on ADID wetlands be included in the Impact Analysis Methodology and that there be further 
coordination with USEPA, WDNR, and Corps of Engineers regarding ADID wetland issues, including 
potential impacts. USEPA recommended that a Census‐tract‐level analysis be done for determining 
the location of any environmental justice populations in the I‐94 project corridor. 

—	 Updated Coordination Plan and Impact Analysis Methodology documents were sent to cooperating 
and participating agencies in November 2012. In May 2013, an updated Coordination Plan was sent 
to agencies to let them know about some changes to the environmental activities schedule and 
other minor refinements. Updated documents were also posted on the project website for 
availability to other stakeholders and the public. 

The Coordination Plan has been updated four times. Each time the Plan was updated, it was sent to the 
cooperating and participating agencies and posted on the project website. The most recent update occurred 
in September 2014 and included minor revisions to the project’s milestone schedule and updated the 
meetings list. 

5.3.3 Agency Input on Project Purpose and Need and Alternatives 
5.3.3.1 Purpose and Need 
On November 2, 2012, WisDOT contacted cooperating and participating agencies to obtain input and 
concurrence on the draft project purpose and need section (Section 1) of the EIS (concurrence point 
No. 1, per the Coordination Plan). Key agency comments are summarized as follows: 

	 November 9, 2012—E‐mail from the VA (National Cemetery Administration) (Appendix D, Letter D‐26). 
The National Cemetery Administration expressed concern about any potential solutions that would 
encroach on any portion of the historic Wood National Cemetery property. It also noted that coordination 
of all study findings, alternatives, and recommendations that could potentially affect Wood National 
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I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

Cemetery would require consultation with the National Park Service, Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation1, and Wisconsin SHPO. 

	 November 26, 2012—Letter from the Corps of Engineers (Appendix D, Letter D‐22) concurring in project 
purpose and need and noting it would satisfy Clean Water Act Section 404 review requirements. 

	 November 28, 2012—Letter from USEPA (Appendix D, Letter D‐3). USEPA recommended that the 
project’s east terminus be extended farther east than 25th Street to incorporate additional reconstruction 
that is needed to match previous improvements for the Marquette Interchange projects. USEPA 
recommended the document clarify whether the other area projects listed in Section 1.1.3 are 
incorporated into the discussions and analysis of area conditions and level of service projections. 

	 December 3, 2012—E‐mail from National Park Service (Appendix D, Letter D‐12). Requested that the 
purpose and need discussion include awareness of and need to protect the NHLs and associated VA 
cemetery. The National Park Service also requested that cultural resources be mentioned in the 
Environmental Aspects section of Purpose and Need. 

	 December 3, 2012—E‐mail from SEWRPC (Appendix D, Letter D‐49). Provided clarification on discussion 
about conducting preliminary engineering and environmental studies and developing/evaluating 
alternatives that provide varying degrees of meeting modern design standards. SEWRPC also provided 
clarification on its responsibility, which is to prepare an advisory comprehensive plan for the physical 
development of the region, including a regional land use plan, which is the basis of all other plan 
elements, including transportation. 

	 December 3, 2012—Letter from WDNR (Appendix D, Letter D‐44). Concurred in purpose and need, noting 
that safety, deteriorating bridges and pavement, obsolete design, traffic demand, and efficient regional 
transportation system operations must be addressed. Also noted that obsolete stormwater management 
facilities should be improved in the drainage area where flooding occurs, and the Menomonee River does 
not meet water quality standards. 

	 December 4, 2012—Letter from City of Milwaukee (Appendix D, Letter D‐55). Noted that any traffic 
analysis done on this segment of freeway needs to be done on a corridor basis, as opposed to freeway 
analysis only. A corridor analysis should include impacts to traffic demand and operation on parallel 
roadways and feeder roadways to freeway ramps. 

An updated project Purpose and Need was placed on the project website in February 2014. An e‐mail was 
sent to the cooperating and participating agencies with a link to purpose and need document. 

5.3.3.2 Alternatives 
On May 30, 2013, WisDOT contacted cooperating and participating agencies to obtain input and 
concurrence on the draft alternatives section (Section 2) of the EIS (concurrence point No. 2, per the 
Coordination Plan). Key agency comments are summarized as follows: 

	 May 14, 2013—Meeting with VA representatives from Clement J. Zablocki Medical Center, National 
Cemetery Administration, Wood National Cemetery, and the VA Historic Preservation Office to obtain 
input on the At‐grade and Double Deck alternatives through the cemetery area (Hawley Road to Mitchell 
Boulevard). The main concerns were preserving access to the VA facility, possible shading of vegetation 
due to high walls with the all up or split the difference alternatives, and traffic noise that affects solitude 
and conducting ceremonies in the cemetery. 

1 The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation is an independent federal agency that promotes the preservation, enhancement, and productive use 
of our nation's historic resources, and advises the President and Congress on national historic preservation policy. http://www.achp.gov/. 
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SECTION 5—COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

	 June 6, 2013—Resolution from City of West Allis opposing alternatives that do not include access to both 
70th Street and Hawley Road/60th Street (Appendix D, Letters D‐72, D‐73, and D‐74). Resolution sent to 
Governor Walker by City of West Allis on June 6, 2013, and to WisDOT by e‐mail on June 24, 2013. 

	 June 9, 2013—Letter from the National Park Service (Appendix D, Letter D‐16). Stated that technical 
jargon makes the alternatives section difficult to understand for non‐engineers. The National Park 
Service also reiterated federal laws that apply to preservation of historic resources and noted it is 
important for any consideration of alternatives to avoid damage or disruption to historic resources 
associated with the VA property. 

	 June 20, 2013—Meeting with VA; discussion of draft Section 2 of the Draft EIS. 

	 June 24, 2013—Letter from USEPA (Appendix D, Letter D‐4) stating that it has no comments or 
clarifications on draft EIS Section 2 (Alternatives). 

	 June 25, 2013—E‐mail from Corps of Engineers (Appendix D, Letter D‐23) providing preliminary 
comments on draft EIS Section 2 (Alternatives); comments primarily asked for clarification and further 
information on Transportation System Management and Transportation Demand Management aspects. 
Also stated it would more fully evaluate the range of alternatives carried forward when the revised 
Purpose and Need statement (Section 1) has been circulated for review. 

	 June 26, 2013—Phone contact with representative of VA National Cemetery Administration seeking 
their input on EIS Section 2 (Alternatives). The VA representative noted that walling off the aboveground 
portion of the double deck alternatives would possibly reduce traffic noise for the adjacent Wood 
National Cemetery, and the wall could also provide a visual benefit. The VA representative also 
expressed concern about eliminating the existing Mitchell Boulevard interchange and moving this access 
farther east to the Stadium Interchange. 

	 July 1, 2013—Letter from WDNR (Appendix D, Letter D‐45) concurring on the range of alternatives to 
be carried forward in the EIS. 

	 July 12, 2013—E‐mail from SEWRPC providing clarification and additions to text in EIS Section 2 that 
discussed the Regional Transportation System Plan and the regional planning process in relation to 
evaluating alternatives for this corridor. 

	 July 15, 2013—Letter from City of Milwaukee (Appendix D, Letter D‐62). Encouraged consideration of a 
mass transit traffic mitigation option, supports retaining the 35th Street interchange in all alternatives, 
having West St. Paul Avenue be continuous east of 27th Street, and having direct access to and from 
27th Street for at least some of the freeway ramps, and keeping the Stadium Interchange as far away as 
possible from the Story Hill neighborhood. The City expressed concerns about the traffic data and using 
level of service as the single performance measure for congestion and level of improvements. 

	 July 25, 2013—E‐mail from VA (Appendix D, Letter D‐27). Emphasized the need for a north access route 
to the VA campus, independent of the Mitchell Boulevard entrance/exit. Concerned about visual and 
noise impacts of any retaining walls through the cemetery area and recommends decorative features, 
vegetation, or other measures to minimize impacts. Concerned about shading through cemetery area 
due to double‐deck freeway alternatives. Adequate signage to the VA campus and Wood National 
Cemetery need to be maintained with all of the alternatives. Continued consultation is required 
regarding historic aspects. WisDOT’s response to the letter is provided in Appendix D (Letter D‐29). 

On January 29, 2014, a meeting was held with cooperating and participating agencies to provide an update 
on the alternatives and EIS schedule and to review previous comments on the alternatives. A matrix with 
previous agency comments and the project team’s response was provided to the agencies. This meeting was 
attended by representatives of USEPA, Corps of Engineers, VA, WDNR, SEWRPC, Milwaukee County, City of 
Milwaukee, and City of West Allis. 
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I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

Key discussion items/input included the following: 

	 The City of West Allis noted its concern about removing the Hawley Road interchange. It was also 
concerned with the project team’s traffic growth projection and questioned if 8 lanes are needed 
through the cemetery area. 

	 Milwaukee County was concerned about traffic operations through the Stadium Interchange during 
weekday afternoon Brewers games. 

	 The VA asked for a meeting to review how its Section 2 comments were addressed. 

On June 11, 2014, a meeting was held with the participating and cooperating agencies to provide an update 
on the remaining alternatives, project schedule, and stormwater impacts and potential mitigation measures. 
The meeting was attended by representatives of USEPA, Corps of Engineers, VA, Milwaukee County, and City 
of West Allis. The City of West Allis reiterated the preference to maintain a full interchange at Hawley Road 
and suggested options for providing a full interchange at Hawley Road under the At‐grade alternative. The 
agencies received an updated alternatives section (Section 2) on June 17, 2014, and were asked to provide 
formal concurrence (Concurrence Point No. 2). Key agency comments on the June 2014 alternatives section 
are summarized as follows: 

	 June 26, 2014—Letter from City of West Allis (Appendix D, Letter D‐76). Reiterated that closing the 
Hawley Road interchange would drive traffic to local streets, hinder economic development in the 
community, and would pose economic justice implications to minority residents attempting to reach 
employment elsewhere. Expressed concern that the closure of the Hawley Road interchange would lead 
to congestion elsewhere in the City. Also noted that several companies have planned to move to sites 
along 60th Street, and freeway access at Hawley Road was a drawing point. The City is concerned it 
could lose these businesses if the Hawley Road interchange is eliminated. Finally, the City of West Allis 
noted that the two Census tracts in the city closest to the Hawley Road interchange have a population of 
about 425 minorities, a higher percentage than the rest of the city. There is concern that removing the 
Hawley Road interchange would harm these residents and benefit those living elsewhere where 
interchanges are located. 

	 July 14, 2014—Letter from USEPA (Appendix D, Letter D‐6) concurring with alternatives being carried 
forward. 

	 July 15, 2014—Letter from Corps of Engineers (Appendix D, letter D‐24) agreeing with the range of 
alternatives dismissed from further study and concurring with the range of alternatives carried forward 
for additional study. 

	 July 17, 2014—Letter from WDNR (Appendix D, Letter D‐46) concurring with the range of alternatives 
considered for the study. 

5.3.4 Additional Agency Coordination 
Additional agency coordination during preparation of the Draft EIS included the following: 

	 August 30, 2012—Meeting with VA to provide information on the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study and 
obtain input on VA operations, the Wood National Cemetery (including past relocation of graves when 
the freeway was built in the early 1960s), and other resources on the VA property. VA representatives 
requested being added as participating agencies in the environmental review process. They also stated 
that veterans’ graves are considered to be permanent and final, and the VA would be very concerned 
about any project activities that would affect them. 

	 September 17, 2012—Informal memorandum from WDNR outlining issues that should be addressed in 
the EIS and providing preliminary information on threatened or endangered species, and funding of 
public use recreational facilities. 
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SECTION 5—COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

	 November 28, 2012—Meeting with VA National Cemetery Administration and Zablocki VA Medical 
Center; discussion of information on preliminary design options. 

	 January 24, 2013—Meeting with VA National Cemetery Administration and regional VA 
representatives; discussion of proposed design options and potential impacts on VA operations, traffic 
patterns/volumes to and from the VA campus, and access needs. 

	 May 14, 2013—Meeting with Wood National Cemetery, VA National Cemetery Administration, and VA 
Medical Center; briefing on alternatives. 

	 June 11, 2013—Meeting with VA Medical Center to review current design options (double‐deck 
freeway in particular) and potential effects on VA facilities. The VA would like to see a connection over 
or under I‐94 that is separate from Mitchell Boulevard so that people can get to and from Bluemound 
Road on game days. In general, the VA would not oppose a double‐deck freeway, but acknowledges the 
Section 106 historic preservation component. 

	 June 11, 2013—Meeting with VA Medical Center (including Director and Deputy Director), National 
Cemetery Administration, and VA Historic Preservation Office to discuss Section 2 of the Draft EIS. 
Discussed the importance of keeping Zablocki Drive connection to Bluemound Road, either under or 
over I‐94. VA emphasized the importance of keeping Zablocki Drive separate from Mitchell Boulevard. 
The National Cemetery Administration noted the potential for a double‐deck freeway for reduced 
exposure to freeway traffic. VA requested more information on height and appearance of the 
double deck alternatives (specifically, whether there would be openings in the side of the double deck 
or whether it would appear as a solid wall). 

	 February 28, 2014—Meeting with VA Medical Center to discuss project alternatives and design aspects. 

	 March 5, 2014—Meeting with Veterans Benefits Administration to discuss project alternatives and 
design aspects. 

	 July 30, 2014—Provide project update to SEWRPC’s Advisory Committees on Regional Land Use 
Planning and Regional Transportation System Planning. 

5.3.5 Coordination with Native American Tribes 
In July 2012, FHWA sent letters to Native American tribal chairs inviting tribes to be participating agencies in 
the project’s environmental review process. No responses were received. 

In August 2012, WisDOT sent letters to Tribal Historic Preservation Officers to inform them about the I‐94 
East‐West Corridor study, provide an opportunity to comment on the project, and provide them with an 
opportunity to let WisDOT know about any cultural resources that may be located in the study area. Tribes 
were also asked to let WisDOT know if they wished to become a consulting party under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act or would like to receive additional information about the I‐94 East‐West 
Corridor study. 

On September 27, 2012, the Forest County Potawatomi Tribal Historic Preservation Officer requested 
participation in the Section 106 consultation process (Appendix D, Letter D‐36). 

In October 2012, WisDOT provided a brief overview of the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study at the WisDOT/ 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officers meeting in Bad River. 

On February 4, 2013, the Forest County Potawatomi Tribal Historic Preservation Officer requested they be 
advised of any impacts to cultural properties (especially human remains/burials) associated with the I‐94 
East‐West Corridor study (Appendix D, Letter D‐37) 

On April 12, 2013, WisDOT provided an update on the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study at the WisDOT/Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officers meeting in Madison. At that meeting, it was requested that WisDOT re‐contact 
the tribes (preferably by e‐mail or phone) to ascertain their potential interest in the project. 
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I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

On May 17, 2013, WisDOT re‐contacted the tribes by e‐mail. Copies of past correspondence were provided 
along with notes from the April 12, 2013, meeting. As a result of the re‐contact effort, the Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officers from the Red Cliff Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians of Wisconsin indicated they 
have no interest in this project (Appendix D, Letter D‐38). There were no other responses. 

On June 28, 2013, WisDOT invited the tribes to attend the July 15, 2013, Section 106 consultation meeting. 
No tribal representatives attended the meeting. Notices regarding subsequent Section 106 consultation 
meetings included the Forest County Potawatomi Tribal Historic Preservation Officer who previously 
requested participation in the Section 106 consultation process. 

5.3.6 Section 106 Consultation 
The Section 106 consultation for the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study required under Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act was initiated in June 2013. As there are two NHLs in the area of potential 
effect (APE) of the project, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation was invited to participate, in 
accordance with the regulations, in addition to the state of Wisconsin SHPO. The Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation opted to participate in the process and will continue to participate until the process is 
complete. Other consulting parties include: National Park Service, National Cemetery Administration, VA, 
National Trust for Historic Preservation, Milwaukee Preservation Alliance, City of Milwaukee Historic 
Preservation Commission, Beth Hamedrosh Hagodel Cemetery, Archdiocese of Milwaukee Catholic 
Cemeteries (Calvary Cemetery and Mausoleum), and the Story Hill Neighborhood Association. 

Coordination and consultation efforts specific to the Section 106 process are summarized as follows: 

	 July 30, 2012—Study team contacted the National Park Service by phone to recap information that was 
provided at the July 17, 2012, agency scoping meeting that the National Park Service was unable to 
attend. Discussion included a brief summary of the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study, review of historic 
resources in the project corridor, and brief discussion of historic preservation laws and requirements. 
The National Park Service recommended that FHWA contact the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation to inform them that the project would potentially affect an NHL. 

	 September 14, 2012—E‐mail from VA’s National Cemetery Administration noting that the VA would 
have concerns with any alternative that would overhang the north side of the freeway through any 
portion of the Wood National Cemetery. 

	 September 14, 2012—E‐mail from the National Park Service providing boundary description and 
justification for the Northwestern Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers NHL. 

	 January 24, 2013—Meeting with VA National Cemetery Administration and regional VA 
representatives. In addition to discussing proposed design options and potential impacts, there was 
discussion at the end of the meeting on historic preservation aspects. The VA representative noted that 
the National Trust for Historic Preservation has a person (Kathleen Schamel from the VA Historic 
Preservation Office) assigned to the VA NHL. 

	 January 29, 2013—Letter from FHWA to Advisory Council on Historic Preservation notifying them about 
the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study and potential effects on NHL and National Register properties. FHWA 
also requested input on whether the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation would participate in the 
Section 106 consultation process for the proposed undertaking. 

	 February 14, 2013—Letter from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to FHWA indicating they 
would participate in the Section 106 consultation process (Appendix D, Letter D‐9). 

	 April 8, 2013—Letter from National Trust for Historic Preservation to FHWA requesting participation as 
a consulting party in the Section 106 process. 

	 April 10, 2013—E‐mail from the City of Milwaukee Historic Preservation Commission requesting that 
they be part of the Section 106 consultation process (Appendix D, Letter D‐59). 
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SECTION 5—COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 

	 May 9, 2013—E‐mail from the National Park Service in response to the updated Coordination Plan that 
was circulated to cooperating and participating agencies on May 6, 2013 (Appendix D, Letter D‐13). The 
National Park Service stated that the EIS should address the Soldiers’ Home Reef NHL and reiterated 
information on applicable historic preservation regulations. The National Park Service also requested 
that it be listed as a cooperating agency in the Coordination Plan, rather than a participating agency. 

	 June 11, 2013—Meeting with VA representatives to discuss project’s Section 106 aspects. 

	 July 9, 2013—Teleconference with National Park Service to discuss project’s Section 106 aspects in 
preparation for July 15, 2013, Section 106 consultation meeting. 

	 July 10, 2013—Meeting with City of Milwaukee Historic Preservation Commission in preparation for 
July 15, 2013, Section 106 consultation meeting. 

	 July 11, 2013—Meeting with SHPO in preparation for July 15, 2013, Section 106 consultation meeting. 

	 July 12, 2013—Teleconference with National Trust for Historic Preservation in preparation for July 15, 
2013, Section 106 consultation meeting. 

	 July 15, 2013—Section 106 consultation meeting. Introduction to the project; reviewed alternatives 
being considered. Exchanged information on historic resources in the I‐94 corridor, reviewed the status 
of project‐level historic resource investigations, and obtained initial views from consulting parties on 
Section 106 aspects. 

	 August 29, 2013—Section 106 consultation meeting. Presented and discussed updated APE and historic 
resources map, reviewed alternatives comparison table for alternatives through cemetery area (Hawley 
Road to Mitchell Boulevard), reviewed traffic data for local roads serving the VA campus, provided 
additional information on previously moved graves in the Wood National Cemetery for construction of 
existing I‐94. 

	 September 23, 2013—Section 106 consultation meeting. Presented and discussed updated information 
on the APE and known/proposed historic resources in the APE, and reviewed Section 106 milestones 
and schedule. 

	 October 15, 2013—Section 106 consultation meeting. Began assessment of effects discussion for 
at‐grade 8‐lane alternative and double deck alternatives (all down, partially down, and all up). 

	 October 24, 2013—Meeting with National Park Service. Presented and discussed information from the 
October 15, 2013 Section 106 consultation meeting that National Park Service was unable to attend. 
The National Park Service representative indicated the main concern with the partially down and all up 
double deck alternatives is loss of visibility between the north and south portions of the Wood National 
Cemetery. 

	 November 19, 2013—Section 106 consultation meeting. Continued assessment of effects discussion for 
at‐grade 8‐lane alternative and double deck alternatives (all down, partially down, and all up). At the 
consultation meeting, the consensus was that the 8‐lane at‐grade alternative could be designed to have 
a conditional No Adverse Effect on the historic properties. 

	 December 6, 2013—Meeting with representatives of Zablocki VA Medical Center to discuss possible 
connections or alterations to Zablocki Drive and Mitchell Boulevard south of I‐94. The VA 
representatives indicated support for the double deck alternatives. Safety was the main reason cited; 
the 8‐lane at‐grade alternative with 11‐foot lanes and essentially no shoulders would not be as safe as 
the double deck alternatives. 

	 January 10, 2014—Section 106 consultation meeting. Continued assessment of effects discussion for 
double deck alternatives (all down, partially down, and all up) and began discussion on potential 
mitigation measures. 
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I-94 EAST-WEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT EIS 

	 February 13, 2014—Section 106 consultation meeting. Obtain additional input on potential adverse 
effects of double deck alternatives and continue preliminary discussion on potential mitigation 
measures. 

	 February 21, 2014—Meeting with Wood National Cemetery director and staff to discuss concerns 
about turf shading in cemetery due to elevated freeway alternatives. 

	 April 22, 2014—Section 106 consultation meeting. Present and discuss updated information on project 
alternatives, including elimination of Double Deck all down alternative, summary of effects on historic 
properties, and preliminary mitigation ideas. Meeting included a presentation by the VA on preservation 
efforts for the Zablocki Medical Center. SHPO and the National Park Service indicated they were 
reluctant to discuss mitigation measures until a preferred alternative is selected. WisDOT and FHWA 
want to have a conceptual framework of mitigation measures that would be required if the Double Deck 
alternative were selected so the EIS can provide readers a full sense of not only the impacts but also the 
mitigation measures associated with each alternative. 

Several consulting parties disagreed with FHWA’s initial position that the Double Deck alternative would 
have No Adverse Effect on Calvary Cemetery and Story Hill Residential Historic District 2 and 3. FHWA’s 
initial position was documented in a memorandum sent to the consulting parties. Consulting parties’ 
written comments on the memo are in Appendix D (page D‐17, D‐32, D‐47, and D‐66). FHWA and the 
consulting parties agreed that the Double Deck alternative would have an Adverse Effect on the Soldiers’ 
Home NHL. Most of the consulting parties agreed with FHWA that the At‐grade alternative could be 
designed in such a way that it would have No Adverse Effect on historic properties. However, if noise 
walls were constructed adjacent to Story Hill Residential Historic District 2 and 3 the walls could have an 
Adverse Effect on the district under either the At‐grade or Double Deck alternative. The VA’s National 
Cemetery Administration stated that the At‐grade alternative could have an Adverse Effect in its opinion 
(Appendix D, page D‐32). 

	 May 9, 2014—Follow‐up meeting with consulting parties to discuss noise analysis results for historic 
properties. Several consulting parties had questions about how the noise analysis was conducted, how 
the locations were selected for field noise measurements, and why the field measurements are not used 
as the baseline to compare to future predicted noise levels. 

	 June 10, 2014—Section 106 consultation meeting. Presented and discussed updated information on 
half interchange at Hawley Road, the process for determining noise impacts, determination of adverse 
effects, and preliminary mitigation ideas. FHWA stated that it had revised its position on the effects of 
the Double Deck alternative on Calvary Cemetery and Story Hill Residential Historic District 2 and 3. 
FHWA determined that the Double Deck alternative could potentially have an Adverse Effect on both 
properties. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation stated that it supports a discussion of 
mitigation measures prior to WisDOT and FHWA identifying a preferred alternative. 

	 August 5, 2014—Section 106 consultation meeting. Trip to Wisconsin State Fair to view the three 
dimensional models of the At‐grade alternative and Double Deck alternative. Field visit to the Story Hill 
neighborhood and Calvary Cemetery to assist in evaluation of existing conditions and aid in visualization 
of potential visual impacts. Presented and discussed summary of potential adverse effects and 
continued discussion regarding potential mitigation measures. 

	 October 2, 2014—Meeting with VA National Cemetery Administration/Wood National Cemetery at 
Wood National Cemetery to discuss potential impacts of the west segment alternatives on the cemetery 
and potential mitigation options (noise wall). 

	 October 16, 2014—Section 106 consultation meeting. Discussed the possibility of lowering the 
At‐grade alternative. Summarized the comments received from PIM No. 5 and State Fair. FHWA 
responded to the comments received on the Assessment of Adverse Effects memorandum by stating 
that further analysis had taken place and, as a result, a determination was made that there would be an 
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Adverse Effect on Calvary Cemetery and Story Hill Residential Historic District 2 and 3 under the Double 
Deck alternative, but the At‐grade alternative, pending further engineering design, would have No 
Adverse Effect on these two historic properties. Several consulting parties noted that Zablocki Drive 
bridge and interstate signage were also potential adverse effects for Calvary Cemetery, the Soldiers’ 
Home NHL, and Soldiers’ Home District. 

Correspondence from consulting parties can be found in Appendix D. Meeting minutes from the above‐
listed Section 106 meetings are on the CD at the back of this document. 

The Section 106 consultation process is ongoing; WisDOT and FHWA will continue to meet with the 
consulting parties. The Section 106 process will culminate with an agreement document that will stipulate 
best management practices, appropriate mitigation measures to minimize harm to cultural resources, and 
measures to address the identified adverse effects on historic properties. The agreement document will be 
developed through consultation with the Section 106 consulting parties and will be executed prior to signing 
the Record of Decision. 
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TABLE A‐1 
Alternatives Considered and Dismissed 
Alternative 

Type/Location Description Reasons for Dismissal 

Multi‐level 

6‐lane mainline tunnel/6‐lane C‐D road and tunnel 
profile 

Split‐direction—8‐lane mainline with cantilever 

Down Clybourn Street 

Split using American Transmission Company power line 
right‐of‐way 

Off‐alignment 
Straighten I‐94 between Hawley Road to 25th Street 

Swing South into Menomonee Valley 

Following Hank Aaron State Trail 

Segments 

High cost compared to At‐grade or Double Deck alternatives; 
5 percent slope on mainline when 3 percent is desirable 

Impacts to National Historic Landmark; eliminates access at 
Hawley Road 

High right‐of‐way and displacement impacts 

Need to move power lines according to American 
Transmission Company; high right‐of‐way acquisition and 
displacement impacts 

High right‐of‐way and displacement impacts 

High right‐of‐way and displacement impacts/right‐of‐way 
impacts to businesses 

High right‐of‐way and displacement impacts 

At‐grade between cemeteries, 6‐lane full shoulder Require graves relocation and land acquisition from National 
Historic Landmark; does not provide acceptable level of 
service 

At‐grade between cemeteries, 8‐lane full shoulder Requires graves relocation and land acquisition from National 
Historic Landmark 

At‐grade between cemeteries, 8‐lane mainline/4‐lane 
C‐D road 

Requires graves relocation and land acquisition from National 
Historic Landmark 

At‐grade between cemeteries, 8‐lane full shoulder 
through entire corridor 

Requires graves relocation and land acquisition from National 
Historic Landmark 

6‐Lane mainline—One‐way frontage roads, 3‐leg split 
diamond from 70th Street to Hawley Road with 
roundabouts 

Large intersection footprints, mainline capacity inadequate 
through cemetery, multiple residential relocations, less than 
desirable Hawley Road ramp radii 

68th Street to Mitchell Boulevard with C‐D road, 
Hawley Road partial cloverleaf (Parclo), 6‐lane mainline 

68th/70th and Hawley eastbound entrance has less than 
desirable ramp acceleration/deceleration distances, 6‐lane 
mainline does not meet level of service requirements in 
purpose and need section, access not provided from west 
segment interchanges to US 41 

70th Street to Mitchell Boulevard with C‐D road, 
Hawley Road Parclo 

Eliminates access to 68th Street, substandard geometrics on 
Hawley Road eastbound entrance and exit ramps, C‐D Road 
weave length of 300 feet is significantly less than desirable 
(1,600 feet) between Hawley Road eastbound entrance ramp 
and eastbound exit for US 41/Miller Park Way 

West Segment 84th Street to Mitchell Boulevard with C‐D road, 6‐lane 
mainline 

Impact to Zoo Interchange improvements, C‐D Road weave 
lengths are less than desirable between 68th Street and 
Hawley Road (570 feet eastbound/585 feet westbound), less 
than desirable mainline traffic operations 

84th Street to Mitchell Boulevard with C‐D road 
(Option 2), 6‐lane mainline 

Impact to Zoo Interchange improvements, C‐D Road weave 
lengths are less than desirable between 68th Street and 
Hawley Road (570 feet eastbound/585 feet westbound), less 
than desirable mainline traffic operations 

6‐lane arterial frontage road—70th Street to 
Hawley Road, C‐D road to 84th Street 

Impact to Zoo Interchange improvements, less than desirable 
mainline traffic operations, increased user delay for traffic 
getting on and off the local roads 

4‐lane mainline, 2‐lane C‐D road—Westbound Mitchell 
Boulevard access; Hawley Road Parclo 

Residential displacements in southwest quadrant of 
Hawley Road interchange, commercial displacement with 
realignment of Hawley Road, powerline impacts 
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TABLE A‐1 
Alternatives Considered and Dismissed 
Alternative 

Type/Location Description Reasons for Dismissal 

4‐lanes mainline, 2‐lane C‐D road—Westbound Mitchell Residential displacements in southwest quadrant of 
Boulevard access; Hawley Road Parclo (2nd Option: Hawley Road interchange, commercial displacement with 
Roundabout) realignment of Hawley Road, powerline impacts 

West Segment 4‐lanes mainline, 1‐ to 2‐lane C‐D road	 Impact to Zoo Interchange improvements, residential 
displacements in southwest quadrant of Hawley Road 
interchange, commercial displacement with realignment of 
Hawley Road 

¾‐diamond interchange at 27th Street, Westbound exit at 
25th Street; diamond interchange at 35th Street; 
On‐alignment 

¾‐diamond interchange at 27th Street; Westbound exit at 
25th Street; No access to 35th Street; On‐alignment 

¾‐diamond interchange at 27th Street and loop at 35th 

Street; Westbound exit at 25th Street; On‐alignment 
with braid between 35th and 27th streets 

Single‐point urban interchange at 25th Street; Diamond 
interchange at 35th Street 

Single‐point urban interchange at 25th Street; ¾‐
diamond interchange at 35th Street with Westbound exit 
loop 

Single‐point urban interchange at 25th Street; No access 
to 35th Street; Off‐alignment 

East Segment C‐D road off‐alignment 28th Street ramp 

Saint Paul Avenue—Diamond‐braided ramps 

Diamond at 27th Street; 3/4‐access with loop at 
35th Street Westbound entrance; two‐way frontage road 
from the Stadium interchange to 27th Street; 
Off‐alignment 

Split‐diamond at 27th Street/35th Street; loop at 
35th Street westbound entrance; Off‐alignment; one‐way 
frontage road 

Split‐diamond at 27th Street/35th Street; two‐way 
frontage road from Stadium Interchange to 27th Street; 
Off‐alignment 

Westbound 400‐foot/eastbound 365‐foot weave between 
35th and 27th Streets is less than desirable (1,600 feet) 

Eliminates existing full access interchange at 35th Street 

Westbound 500‐foot/eastbound 900‐foot weave distance 
between Stadium Interchange and 35th Street is significantly 
less than desirable weave (2,000 feet), high residential 
displacements at 35th Street due to loop ramp configuration 
(30+) 

100‐foot weave distance between the Stadium Interchange 
and 35th Street significantly less than desirable weave 
(2,000 feet), creates gap in St. Paul Avenue east of 27th Street 

High residential displacements at 35th Street due to loop ramp 
configuration (30+) 

Eliminates existing full access interchange at 35th Street 

1,500‐foot eastbound weave between 27th Street and the 
system interchange is significantly less than the desirable 
weave (2,000 feet), 240‐foot ramp acceleration length for 
28th Street ramp is significantly less than minimum for 0 to 
40 mph (360 feet) 

Eastbound 1,650‐foot/westbound 1,450‐foot weave distances 
are less than desirable (2,000 feet) to a system interchange, 
unpredictable interchange to for drivers 

High residential displacements at 35th Street due to loop ramp 
configuration (20+), two‐way frontage road abuts a one‐way 
ramp, increasing the potential for wrong‐way drivers 

Eliminates westbound access to 35th Street, high residential 
displacements at 35th Street due to loop ramp configuration 
(20+) 

Eliminates access for westbound from 27th Street and to 
35th Street 
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APPENDIX A—ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED 

TABLE A‐1 
Alternatives Considered and Dismissed 
Alternative 

Type/Location Description Reasons for Dismissal 

Interchanges 

Split diamond, as‐is (no braided ramps or C‐D road)	 1,000‐foot weave distance between 68th Street and 
Hawley Road less than desirable weave (2,000 feet), 
intersection can’t handle traffic 

Re‐aligned eastbound entrance ramp	 1,000‐foot weave distance between 68th Street and 
Hawley Road less than desirable weave (2,000 feet), even 
shorter than existing weave distance, intersection can’t 
handle traffic 

70th Street diamond	 Local road improvements required since 70th Street is not a 
continuous through route north of the freeway cause 
residential impacts through the adjacent neighborhood; 

70th Street/ 68th Street dead ends south side of freeway, lose direct access 
68th Street to 68th Street 

70th Street diverging diamond	 Local road improvements required since 70th Street is not a 
continuous through route north of the freeway cause 
residential impacts through the adjacent neighborhood, 
68th Street dead ends south side of freeway, lose direct access 
to 68th Street 

Simple diamond at 70th Street	 Local road improvements required since 70th Street is not a 
continuous through route north of the freeway cause 
residential impacts through the adjacent neighborhood, 
68th Street dead ends south side of freeway, lose direct access 
to 68th Street 

Diamond interchange with roundabouts at ramp terminals	 Capacity, challenging to accommodate vertical design 

Parclo West—6‐lane I‐94	 High residential displacements, impacts to graves due to 
roadway width required for ramps 

Hawley Road Parclo west—8‐lane 94 with C‐D road High residential displacements, impacts to graves 

Parclo east loops	 Impacts to significant number of graves 

Diverging diamond interchange—Hawley Road realigned	 High residential displacements, substandard eastbound ramp 
shoulder width and length 

Mitchell—Partial diamond interchange with eastbound FHWA policy calls for full interchanges, not partial; 
exit and westbound entrance inadequate capacity on Yount Drive 

Mitchell Remove lefts—maintains all access	 3‐level interchange required with increased visual impact, 
Boulevard	 400‐foot weave distance to the Stadium Interchange less than 

the desirable weave (2,000 feet), impacts National Historic 
Landmark 

Windmill system interchange	 100‐foot weave distance between Stadium Interchange and 
35th Street significantly less than desirable (2,000 feet); 
right‐of‐way impacts, does not address the need for access 
to/from Miller Park 

Stadium 3‐½ level 1,000‐foot weave distance between the Stadium Interchange 

Stadium and Canal Street less than desirable (2,000 feet), Left‐hand 

Interchange entrances on US 41/WIS 341, does not address need for 
access to/from Miller Park 

Stadium diverging diamond free flow	 Substandard weaves between Stadium Interchange and 
adjacent interchanges 

¾‐system interchange	 Substandard weaves between Stadium Interchange and 
adjacent interchanges 
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TABLE A‐1 
Alternatives Considered and Dismissed 
Alternative 

Type/Location Description Reasons for Dismissal 

Partial system interchange 400‐foot weave distance between Stadium and Wisconsin 
Avenue interchanges less than desirable (2,000 feet), 300‐foot 
weave distance between Stadium and 35th Street 
interchanges less than desirable (2,000 feet) 

Partial system interchange, and move I‐94 south to Intersection configuration can’t handle the traffic 
straighten alignment 

Event interchange and partial free‐flow Stadium Interchange Intersection configuration can’t handle the traffic 

Echelon Intersection configuration can’t handle the traffic, does not 
allow access from Miller Park 

Event interchange embedded within (under) Stadium Intersection configuration can’t handle the traffic 
interchange 

Diamond at 44th Street and intersections along US 41 Intersection configuration can’t handle the traffic, providing 
adequate vertical clearances under all bridges is a challenge 

Diamond with westbound loop at 44th Street for event access Intersection configuration can’t handle the traffic, providing 
adequate vertical clearances under all bridges is a challenge 

Parclo with Roundabout and event access at Yount Drive Not enough capacity 

Stadium single‐point urban interchange Not enough capacity 

Stadium 
Interchange 

Stadium diverging diamond interchange 

Separate US 41 from interchange 

Left hand entrances, capacity 

Increased size of interchange footprint 

Lefts off US 41, all others right side Left‐hand exits, large footprint 

Lefts on/off US 41 for all left‐turn movements Left‐hand exits/entrances 

Simple diamond with Mitchell Boulevard access Miller Park event parking loading/unloading, signal on 
US 41/WIS 341 reduces level of service 

Roundabout interchange Inconsistent with driver expectations, capacity 

Full system, all access to adjacent interchanges, at‐grade Substandard shoulders, Substandard weaves between 
I‐94 Stadium Interchange and adjacent interchanges 

Hybrid—System to Service Interchange Higher right‐of‐way acquisitions than other alternatives 

Parclo with Mitchell Boulevard access Less effective for Miller Park event parking loading/unloading 

35th Street diverging diamond with 8‐lane mainline High right‐of‐way acquisition and construction limits extend 
north and south to accommodate 

Parclo in northeast quad and eastbound diamond High residential displacements at 35th Street due to loop ramp 
interchange with 8 lanes configuration (30+); desirable 1,600‐foot weave between 

35th and 27th Streets not provided, Vernon Avenue is not 

35th Street maintained as continuous route 

Westbound Parclo in northwest quad and eastbound High residential displacements at 35th Street due to loop ramp 
diamond interchange with 8 lanes configuration (30+); desirable 2,000‐foot weave between the 

Stadium Interchange and 35th Street not provided 

Diamond at 35th Street Desirable 1,600‐foot weave between 35th and 27th Streets not 
provided 

25th Street diamond interchange—Cul‐de‐sac at Saint Paul St. Paul Avenue is not maintained as a continuous roadway 
Avenue 

25th Street diamond interchange—Saint Paul Avenue Raising St. Paul Avenue above freeway and ramps impacts 

25th Street/ 
28th Street 

Overpass access to businesses along St. Paul due to change in elevation, 
conflicts for westbound entrance ramp to cross St. Paul 
Avenue and 27th Street due to grade change 

25th Street single‐point urban interchange off‐alignment St. Paul Avenue is not maintained as a continuous roadway, 
1,000‐foot weave east of 25th Street is less than desirable 
(2,000 feet) 

A‐4 



 

   

   
       

 
         

                         
                       
         

             
   

         
                   

             

                         
               
  

           
 

                 
   

   
   

                 
 

             
                 

   

               
   

             
               

                 
               

                 
   

               
               

                           

 
 

   

                       
     

         
       

             
             

               
 

                             
               

   

         
       

             
               

       

       
       

             
             

 

 
   

           
   

               
               
             

             

 

APPENDIX A—ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND DISMISSED 

TABLE A‐1 
Alternatives Considered and Dismissed 
Alternative 

Type/Location Description Reasons for Dismissal 

25th Street single‐point urban interchange on‐alignment Westbound entrance and eastbound exit ramps conflict 
vertically with St. Paul Avenue so that St. Paul Avenue is not 
maintained as a continuous roadway 

Replace in‐kind split diamond interchange with eastbound Westbound 600‐foot/eastbound 400‐foot weave to 
exit flyover 35th Street less than desirable weave (2,000 feet), less direct 

connectivity to 27th Street than other alternatives 

26th Street diamond interchange Less direct connectivity to 27th Street than other alternatives, 
vertical clearance conflicts between ramps and St. Paul 
Avenue 

27th Street single‐point urban interchange —Mainline off‐ 600‐foot weave to 35th Street less than desirable weave 
alignment (2,000 feet) 

Diamond interchange at 25th Street, Saint Paul Avenue not High right‐of‐way acquisitions, power line impacts, eliminates 
continuous St. Paul Avenue thru movement, not maintained as a 

continuous roadway 

Diamond interchange at 25th Street; keeps Saint Paul High right‐of‐way, eastbound 800‐foot weave east of 

25th Street/ Avenue continuous 25th Street less than desirable weave (2,000 feet) 

28th Street Split configuration High right‐of‐way acquisitions, eliminates St. Paul Avenue 
through movement, not maintained as a continuous roadway 

Split diamond interchange with access from 27th Street to Poor intersection designs, 900‐foot weave between 28th and 
Canal Street 35th Streets less than desirable weave (1,600 feet) 

C‐D road eastbound 35th Street to 25th Street Does not address westbound substandard weaving 

Wisconsin 
Avenue/ 

Wells Street 

Parclo at Wells Street 

Northbound Parclo at Wisconsin Avenue/Southbound 
Parclo at Wells Street 

Diamond interchange with C‐D roads on US 41 

Single‐point urban interchange at Wisconsin Avenue— 
4 lanes US 41 

Wisconsin Avenue diverging diamond interchange— 
4 lanes US 41 

More right‐of‐way acquisition than other alternatives due to 
loop ramp configuration 

More right‐of‐way acquisition and business relocations than 
other alternatives due to loop ramp configuration, 
northbound and southbound access not from the same 
roadway 

600‐foot weave between Wisconsin Avenue and Stadium 
Interchange less than desirable weave (1,600 feet), residential 
property impacts 

200‐foot weave between Wisconsin Avenue and Stadium 
Interchange less than desirable weave (2,000 feet), ramp 
conflicts with Wells Street 

200‐foot weave between Wisconsin Avenue and Stadium 
Interchange significantly less than desirable weave (2,000 
feet) 

Frederick Diverging diamond interchange at Canal Street/Fredrick 700‐foot weave distance between Canal Street and Stadium 
Miller Way Miller Way Interchange less than desirable weave (2,000 feet), lane 

configuration in conflict with existing reversible lane 
operations for Miller Park along Canal Street 

A‐5 
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APPENDIX B‐1
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—West Segment—At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange)/At‐grade (half interchange at Hawley Road)
 

NOTE: Single entries in column (d) are presented when the Future Noise Level for the At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange) and At‐grade (half 
interchange at Hawley Road) options are the same. Double entries are presented for the At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange)/At‐grade (half 
interchange at Hawley Road) options when the noise level differs. The same holds true for columns (f), (g), and “Impact or No Impact”. 

Receptor 
Location 

(See Exhibit 3 
27a) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level (no Hawley 
interchange/ half 

Hawley interchange) 
2009 Existing 
Noise Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in Future 
Noise Levels and 

NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N1 Residence (4) 67 63 61 2

 ‐

4 N 

N2 Residence (7) 67 65 / 64 62 3 / 2 ‐2 / ‐3 N / N 

N3 Residence (2) 67 66 / 65 62 4 / 3

 ‐

1 / ‐2 I / N 

N4 Residence (4) 67 67 / 66 64 3 / 2 0 / ‐1 I / I 

N5 Residence (6) 67 67 / 66 64 3 / 2 0 / ‐1 I / I 

N6 Residence (2) 67 67 / 65 63 4 / 2 0 / ‐2 I / N 

N7 Residence (6) 67 67 / 65 62 5 / 3 0 / ‐2 I / N 

N8 Active Sports Area 67 64 / 63 61 3 / 2 ‐3 / ‐4 N / N 

N9 Residence (6) 67 68 / 66 64 4 / 2 1 / ‐1 I / I 

N10 Residence (4) 67 68 / 66 65 3 / 1 1 / ‐1 I / I 

N11 Residence (3) 67 68 / 67 65 3 / 2 1 / 0 I / I 

FS‐2 Residence (1) 67 68 / 66 64 4 / 2 1 / ‐1 I / I 

FS‐4 Residence (9) 67 63 / 62 60 3 / 2

 ‐

4 / ‐5 N / N 

N12 Residence (6) 67 70 / 66 65 5 / 1 3 / ‐1 I / I 

N13 Residence (7) 67 72 / 67 72 0 / ‐5 5 / 0 I / I 

N14 Residence (1) 67 72 / 67 73 ‐1 / ‐6 5 / 0 I / I 

N15 Residence (10) 67 63 / 62 62 1 / 0

 ‐

4 / ‐5 N / N 

N16 Residence (15) 67 65 / 64 62 3 / 2 ‐2 / ‐3 N / N 
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APPENDIX B‐1 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—West Segment—At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange)/At‐grade (half interchange at Hawley Road)
 

NOTE: Single entries in column (d) are presented when the Future Noise Level for the At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange) and At‐grade (half 
interchange at Hawley Road) options are the same. Double entries are presented for the At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange)/At‐grade (half 
interchange at Hawley Road) options when the noise level differs. The same holds true for columns (f), (g), and “Impact or No Impact”. 

Receptor 
Location 

(See Exhibit 3 
27a) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level (no Hawley 
interchange/ half 

Hawley interchange) 
2009 Existing 
Noise Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in Future 
Noise Levels and 

NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N17 Residence (5) 67 67 / 64 65 2 / ‐1 0 / ‐3 I / N 

N18 Residence (2) 67 59 / 58 57 2 / 1 ‐8 / ‐9 N / N 

N19 Residence (3) 67 65 / 64 66

 ‐

1 / ‐2

 ‐

2 / ‐3 N / N 

N20 Residence (2) 67 61 60 1 ‐6 N 

N21 Residence (2) 67 64 / 65 65

 ‐

1 / 0

 ‐

3 / ‐2 N / N 

N22 Residence (3) 67 58 / 57 56 2 / 1 ‐9 / ‐10 N / N 

N23 Residence (4) 67 69 67 2 2 I 

N24 Residence (4) 67 65 59 6 ‐2 N 

N25 Residence (3) 67 70 68 2 3 I 

N26 Residence (2) 67 64 / 65 65 ‐1 / 0 ‐3 / ‐2 N / N 

N27 Residence (2) 67 68 69

 ‐

1 1 I 

N28 Residence (3) 67 70 70 0 3 I 

N29 Residence (4) 67 66 67

 ‐

1

 ‐

1 I 

N30 Residence (1) 67 72 73 ‐1 5 I 

N31 Residence (9) 67 68 69

 ‐

1 1 I 

N32 Residence (3) 67 66 75 ‐9 ‐1 I 

N33 Residence (1) 67 66 69

 ‐

3

 ‐

1 I 

N34 Residence (1) 67 67 78 ‐11 0 I 
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APPENDIX B‐1 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—West Segment—At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange)/At‐grade (half interchange at Hawley Road)
 

NOTE: Single entries in column (d) are presented when the Future Noise Level for the At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange) and At‐grade (half 
interchange at Hawley Road) options are the same. Double entries are presented for the At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange)/At‐grade (half 
interchange at Hawley Road) options when the noise level differs. The same holds true for columns (f), (g), and “Impact or No Impact”. 

Receptor 
Location 

(See Exhibit 3 
27a) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level (no Hawley 
interchange/ half 

Hawley interchange) 
2009 Existing 
Noise Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in Future 
Noise Levels and 

NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N35 Residence (2) 67 67 72

 ‐

5 0 I 

N36 Residence (5) 67 66 / 67 71 ‐5 / ‐4 ‐1 / 0 I / I 

N37 Residence (3) 67 66 67

 ‐

1

 ‐

1 I 

N38 Residence (6) 67 66 67 ‐1 ‐1 I 

FS‐1 Residence (1) 67 69 69 0 2 I 

FS‐3 Residence (1) 67 63 62 1 ‐4 N 

N39 Residence (1) 67 70 / 71 74

 ‐

4 / ‐3 3 / 4 I / I 

N40 Residence (5) 67 68 70 ‐2 1 I 

N41 Residence (4) 67 65 65 0

 ‐

2 N 

N42 Residence (3) 67 67 / 65 68 ‐1 / ‐3 0 / ‐2 I / N 

N43 Residence (2) 67 64 / 63 64 0 / ‐1

 ‐

3 / ‐4 N / N 

N44 Residence (1) 67 63 63 0 ‐4 N 

N45 Residence (5) 67 64 / 63 65

 ‐

1 / ‐2

 ‐

3 / ‐4 N / N 

N46 Residence (1) 67 67 / 68 69 ‐2 / ‐1 0 / 1 I / I 

N47 Residence (4) 67 65 64 1

 ‐

2 N 

N48 Cemetery 67 64 65 ‐1 ‐3 N 

N49 Cemetery 67 68 70

 ‐

2 1 I 

N50 Cemetery 67 74 78 ‐4 7 I 
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APPENDIX B‐1 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—West Segment—At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange)/At‐grade (half interchange at Hawley Road)
 

NOTE: Single entries in column (d) are presented when the Future Noise Level for the At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange) and At‐grade (half 
interchange at Hawley Road) options are the same. Double entries are presented for the At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange)/At‐grade (half 
interchange at Hawley Road) options when the noise level differs. The same holds true for columns (f), (g), and “Impact or No Impact”. 

Receptor 
Location 

(See Exhibit 3 
27a) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria 
(NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level (no Hawley 
interchange/ half 

Hawley 
interchange) 

2009 
Existing 

Noise Level 

Difference in 
Future and 

Existing Noise 
Levels 

Difference in 
Future Noise 
Levels and NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) 
(Col d minus Col 

e) 
(Col d minus Col 

c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

FS‐6 Cemetery 67 67 70

 ‐

3 0 I 

N51 Cemetery 67 71 74 ‐3 4 I 

N52 Cemetery 67 65 65 0

 ‐

2 N 

N53 Cemetery 67 62 63 ‐1 ‐5 N 

N54 Cemetery 67 60 61

 ‐

1

 ‐

7 N 

FS‐5 Cemetery 67 68 68 0 1 I 

N55 Residence (4) 67 63 62 1

 ‐

4 N 

N56 Residence (1) 67 67 68 ‐1 0 I 

N57 Residence (7) 67 65 64 1

 ‐

2 N 

N58 Residence (5) 67 70 71 ‐1 3 I 

FS‐8 Residence (1) 67 61 59 2

 ‐

6 N 

N59 Residence (6) 67 63 61 2 ‐4 N 

FS‐7 Residence (1) 67 70 70 0 3 I 

N60 Residence (2) 67 71 70 1 4 I 

N61 Residence (2) 67 70 68 2 3 I 

N62 Residence (2) 67 68 66 2 1 I 
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APPENDIX B‐1 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—West Segment—At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange)/At‐grade (half interchange at Hawley Road)
 

NOTE: Single entries in column (d) are presented when the Future Noise Level for the At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange) and At‐grade (half 
interchange at Hawley Road) options are the same. Double entries are presented for the At‐grade (no Hawley Road interchange)/At‐grade (half 
interchange at Hawley Road) options when the noise level differs. The same holds true for columns (f), (g), and “Impact or No Impact”. 

Receptor 
Location 

(See Exhibit 3 
27a) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria 
(NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level (no Hawley 
interchange/ half 

Hawley 
interchange) 

2009 
Existing 

Noise Level 

Difference in 
Future and 

Existing Noise 
Levels 

Difference in 
Future Noise 
Levels and NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) 
(Col d minus Col 

e) 
(Col d minus Col 

c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N63 Residence (2) 67 66 64 2

 ‐

1 I 

N64 Residence (3) 67 65 63 2 ‐2 N 

N65 Residence (3) 67 63 62 1

 ‐

4 N 

N66 Residence (4) 67 62 62 0 ‐5 N 
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APPENDIX B‐2
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—East Segment (On‐alignment)
 

Entries on the East Segment (On‐alignment) are presented below. 

Receptor 
Location 

(See Exhibit 3 
27a) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level 

2009 Existing 
Noise Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in Future 
Noise Levels and 

NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N67 Residence (18) 67 64 60 4

 ‐

3 N 

N68 Residence (1) 67 64 61 3 ‐3 N 

FS‐10 Residence (2) 67 71 69 2 4 I 

N69 Residence (2) 67 74 71 3 7 I 

N70 Residence (1) 67 74 70 4 7 I 

N71 Residence (6) 67 61 60 1 ‐6 N 

N72 Residence (6) 67 58 57 1

 ‐

9 N 

N73 Residence (1) 67 66 65 1 ‐1 I 

N74 Residence (4) 67 62 62 0

 ‐

5 N 

FS‐9 Park 67 64 59 5 ‐3 N 

N75 Residence (3) 67 61 60 1

 ‐

6 N 

N76 Residence (3) 67 59 62 ‐3 ‐8 N 

N77 Residence (4) 67 55 57

 ‐

2

 ‐

12 N 

N78 Residence (5) 67 59 60 ‐1 ‐8 N 

FS‐12 Residence (9) 67 54 58

 ‐

4

 ‐

13 N 

N79 Residence (6) 67 53 50 3 ‐14 N 

FS‐11 Residence (4) 67 73 69 4 6 I 

N80 Residence (6) 67 57 54 3 ‐10 N 
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APPENDIX B‐2 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—East Segment (On‐alignment)
 

Entries on the East Segment (On‐alignment) are presented below. 

Receptor Location 
(See Exhibit 3 27a) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level 

2009 
Existing 

Noise Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in 
Future Noise 
Levels and NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N81 Residence (8) 67 69 67 2 2 I 

N82 Residence (5) 67 61 59 2 ‐6 N 

N83 Residence (3) 67 69 68 1 2 I 

N84 Residence (8) 67 65 63 2 ‐2 N 

N85 Residence (1) 67 71 70 1 4 I 

N86 Residence (3) 67 71 71 0 4 I 

N87 Residence (3) 67 65 65 0

 ‐

2 N 

N88 Residence (1) 67 71 73 ‐2 4 I 

N89 Residence (12) 67 59 61

 ‐

2

 ‐

8 N 

N90 Residence (2) 67 69 70 ‐1 2 I 

N91 Residence (5) 67 64 69

 ‐

5

 ‐

3 N 

N92 Residence (10) 67 57 60 ‐3 ‐10 N 

N93 Merrill Park Apt. (6) 67 59 69

 ‐

10

 ‐

8 N 

N94 Residence (5) 67 55 63 ‐8 ‐12 N 

N95 Residence (3) 67 59 69

 ‐

10

 ‐

8 N 

FS‐13 Residence (5) 67 54 56 ‐2 ‐13 N 

FS‐14 Residence (1) 67 65 73

 ‐

8

 ‐

2 N 

N96 Residence (10) 67 68 67 1 1 I 
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APPENDIX B‐2 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—East Segment (On‐alignment)
 

Entries on the East Segment (On‐alignment) are presented below. 

Receptor Location 
(See Exhibit 3 27a) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level 

2009 
Existing 
Noise 
Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in 
Future Noise 
Levels and NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) 
(Col d minus Col 

c) 

(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N97 Residence (7) 67 57 58

 ‐

1

 ‐

10 N 

N98 Residence (3) 67 63 64 ‐1 ‐4 N 

N99 Residence (3) 67 75 75 0 8 I 

N100 Residence (3) 67 63 65 ‐2 ‐4 N 

N101 Residence (14) 67 62 60 2

 ‐

5 N 

N102 Residence (6) 67 64 64 0 ‐3 N 

N103 Residence (5) 67 70 76

 ‐

6 3 I 

N104 Residence (5) 67 63 62 1 ‐4 N 

N105 Residence (3) 67 76 73 3 9 I 

N106 Residence (2) 67 64 72 ‐8 ‐3 N 

N107 Residence (2) 67 63 72

 ‐

9

 ‐

4 N 

N108 Residence (8) 67 64 72 ‐8 ‐3 N 

N109 Residence (12) 67 65 72

 ‐

7

 ‐

2 N 

N110 Day Care Center (1) 67 68 63 5 1 I 

N111 Restaurant (1) 67 60 63

 ‐

3

 ‐

7 N 

Notes: 

(*) Wisconsin Department of Transportation’s, Facilities Development Manual, Chapter 23, Noise 

Source – HNTB July 2014 
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APPENDIX B‐3 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—West Segment—Double Deck (All Up/Partially Down) Options 

NOTE: Single entries in column (d) are presented when the Future Noise Level for the Double Deck alternative All Up option and Partially Down option are 
the same. Double entries are presented for the Double Deck alternative All Up option and Partially Down option when the noise level differs. The same 
holds true for columns (f), (g), and “Impact or No Impact”. 

Receptor 
Location 

(See Exhibit 3 
27b) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level (All Up/Partially 

Down) 
2009 Existing 
Noise Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in 
Future Noise 
Levels and NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) 
(Col d minus Col 

c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N1 Residence (4) 67 63 / 62 61 2 / 1

 ‐

4 / ‐5 N / N 

N2 Residence (7) 67 65 62 3 ‐2 N 

N3 Residence (2) 67 65 62 3

 ‐

2 N 

N4 Residence (4) 67 66 / 67 64 2 / 3 ‐1 / 0 I / I 

N5 Residence (6) 67 66 64 2

 ‐

1 I 

N6 Residence (2) 67 66 63 3 ‐1 I 

N7 Residence (6) 67 65 62 3

 ‐

2 N 

N8 Active Sports Area 67 64 61 3 ‐3 N 

N9 Residence (6) 67 64 / 65 64 0 / 1

 ‐

3 / ‐2 N / N 

N10 Residence (4) 67 64 / 65 65 ‐1 / 0 ‐3 / ‐2 N / N 

N11 Residence (3) 67 65 / 66 65 0 / 1

 ‐

2 / ‐1 N / I 

FS‐2 Residence (1) 67 66 / 67 64 2 / 3 ‐1 / 0 I / I 

FS‐4 Residence (9) 67 64 60 4

 ‐

3 N 

N12 Residence (6) 67 68 65 3 1 I 

N13 Residence (7) 67 70 / 73 72

 ‐

2 / 1 3 / 6 I / I 

N14 Residence (1) 67 71 / 74 73 ‐2 / 1 4 / 7 I / I 

N15 Residence (10) 67 65 / 67 62 3 / 5

 ‐

2 / 0 N / I 

N16 Residence (15) 67 65 / 66 62 3 / 4 ‐2 / ‐1 N / I 
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APPENDIX B‐3 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—West Segment—Double Deck (All Up/Partially Down) Options
 

NOTE: Single entries in column (d) are presented when the Future Noise Level for the Double Deck alternative All Up option and Partially Down option are 
the same. Double entries are presented for the Double Deck alternative All Up option and Partially Down option when the noise level differs. The same 
holds true for columns (f), (g), and “Impact or No Impact”. 

Receptor Location 
(See Exhibit 3 

27b) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level (All Up/Partially 

Down) 
2009 Existing 
Noise Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in Future 
Noise Levels and 

NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N17 Residence (5) 67 67 / 70 65 2 / 5 0 / 3 I / I 

N18 Residence (2) 67 62 / 64 57 5 / 7 ‐5 / ‐3 N / N 

N19 Residence (3) 67 67 / 70 66 1 / 4 0 / 3 I / I 

N20 Residence (2) 67 65 / 68 60 5 / 8 ‐2 / 1 N / I 

N21 Residence (2) 67 69 / 70 65 4 / 5 2 / 3 I / I 

N22 Residence (3) 67 65 / 66 56 9 / 10 ‐2 / ‐1 N / I 

N23 Residence (4) 67 67 67 0 0 I 

N24 Residence (4) 67 63 59 4 ‐4 N 

N25 Residence (3) 67 67 68

 ‐

1 0 I 

N26 Residence (2) 67 63 / 62 65 ‐2 / ‐3 ‐4 / ‐5 N / N 

N27 Residence (2) 67 65 69

 ‐

4

 ‐

2 N 

N28 Residence (3) 67 67 70 ‐3 0 I 

N29 Residence (4) 67 64 67

 ‐

3

 ‐

3 N 

N30 Residence (1) 67 71 73 ‐2 4 I 

N31 Residence (9) 67 66 69

 ‐

3

 ‐

1 I 

N32 Residence (3) 67 63 / 62 75 ‐12 / ‐13 ‐4 / ‐5 N / N 

N33 Residence (1) 67 65 / 64 69

 ‐

4 / ‐5

 ‐

2 / ‐3 N / N 
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APPENDIX B‐3 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—West Segment—Double Deck (All Up/Partially Down) Options
 

NOTE: Single entries in column (d) are presented when the Future Noise Level for the Double Deck alternative All Up option and Partially Down option are 
the same. Double entries are presented for the Double Deck alternative All Up option and Partially Down option when the noise level differs. The same 
holds true for columns (f), (g), and “Impact or No Impact”. 

Receptor Location 
(See Exhibit 3 

27b) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level (All Up/Partially 

Down) 
2009 Existing 
Noise Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in Future 
Noise Levels and 

NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N34 Residence (1) 67 62 78

 ‐

16

 ‐

5 N 

N35 Residence (2) 67 66 / 65 72 ‐6 / ‐7 ‐1 / ‐2 I / N 

N36 Residence (3) 67 63 / 62 71

 ‐

8 / ‐9

 ‐

4 / ‐5 N / N 

N37 Residence (3) 67 65 67 ‐2 ‐2 N 

N38 Residence (6) 67 63 67

 ‐

4

 ‐

4 N 

FS‐1 Residence (1) 67 63 / 61 69 ‐6 / ‐8 ‐4 / ‐6 N / N 

FS‐3 Residence (1) 67 63 / 62 62 1 / 0

 ‐

4 / ‐5 N / N 

N39 Residence (1) 67 63 74 ‐11 ‐4 N 

N40 Residence (5) 67 64 / 63 70

 ‐

6 / ‐7

 ‐

3 / ‐4 N / N 

N41 Residence (4) 67 61 / 60 65 ‐4 / ‐5 ‐6 / ‐7 N / N 

N42 Residence (3) 67 58 68

 ‐

10

 ‐

9 N 

N43 Residence (2) 67 59 64 ‐5 ‐8 N 

N44 Residence (1) 67 60 63

 ‐

3

 ‐

7 N 

N45 Residence (5) 67 61 65 ‐4 ‐6 N 

N46 Residence (1) 67 66 69

 ‐

3

 ‐

1 I 

N47 Residence (4) 67 64 / 63 64 0 / ‐1 ‐3 / ‐4 N / N 

N48 Cemetery 67 69 / 68 65 4 / 3 2 / 1 I / I 

N49 Cemetery 67 70 / 69 70 0 / ‐1 3 / 2 I / I 
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APPENDIX B‐3 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—West Segment—Double Deck (All Up/Partially Down) Options
 

NOTE: Single entries in column (d) are presented when the Future Noise Level for the Double Deck alternative All Up option and Partially Down option are 
the same. Double entries are presented for the Double Deck alternative All Up option and Partially Down option when the noise level differs. The same holds 
true for columns (f), (g), and “Impact or No Impact”. 

Receptor 
Location 

(See Exhibit 3 
27b) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria 
(NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level (All 

Up/Partially Down) 

2009 
Existing 

Noise Level 

Difference in 
Future and 

Existing Noise 
Levels 

Difference in 
Future Noise 
Levels and NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N50 Cemetery 67 76 / 75 78

 ‐

2 / ‐3 9 / 8 I / I 

FS‐6 Cemetery 67 70 70 0 3 I 

N51 Cemetery 67 73 / 72 74

 ‐

1 / ‐2 6 / 5 I / I 

N52 Cemetery 67 67 / 66 65 2 / 1 0 / ‐1 I / I 

N53 Cemetery 67 65 / 64 63 2 / 1

 ‐

2 / ‐3 N / N 

N54 Cemetery 67 64 / 63 61 3 / 2 ‐3 / ‐4 N / N 

FS‐5 Cemetery 67 70 68 2 3 I 

N55 Residence (4) 67 65 / 64 62 3 / 2 ‐2 / ‐3 N / N 

N56 Residence (1) 67 69 / 67 68 1 / ‐1 2 / 0 I / I 

N57 Residence (7) 67 67 / 65 64 3 / 1 0 / ‐2 I / N 

N58 Residence (5) 67 72 / 70 71 1 / ‐1 5 / 3 I / I 

FS‐8 Residence (1) 67 65 / 63 59 6 / 4 ‐2 / ‐4 N / N 

N59 Residence (6) 67 67 / 64 61 6 / 3 0 / ‐3 I / N 

FS‐7 Residence (1) 67 72 / 70 70 2 / 0 5 / 3 I / I 

N60 Residence (2) 67 72 / 71 70 2 / 1 5 / 4 I / I 

N61 Residence (2) 67 72 / 69 68 4 / 1 5 / 2 I / I 

N62 Residence (2) 67 70 / 68 66 4 / 2 3 / 1 I / I 
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APPENDIX B‐3 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—West Segment—Double Deck (All Up/Partially Down) Options
 

NOTE: Single entries in column (d) are presented when the Future Noise Level for the Double Deck alternative All Up option and Partially Down option are 
the same. Double entries are presented for the Double Deck alternative All Up option and Partially Down option when the noise level differs. The same holds 
true for columns (f), (g), and “Impact or No Impact”. 

Receptor 
Location 

(See Exhibit 3 
27b) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria 
(NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level (All 

Up/Partially Down) 

2009 
Existing 

Noise Level 

Difference in 
Future and 

Existing Noise 
Levels 

Difference in 
Future Noise 
Levels and NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N63 Residence (2) 67 69 / 67 64 5 / 3 2 / 0 I / I 

N64 Residence (3) 67 67 / 65 63 4 / 2 0 / ‐2 I / N 

N65 Residence (3) 67 66 / 64 62 4 / 2

 ‐

1 / ‐3 I / N 

N66 Residence (4) 67 64 / 63 62 2 / 1 ‐3 / ‐4 N / N 
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APPENDIX B‐4
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—East Segment (Off‐alignment)
 

Entries on the East Segment (Off‐alignment) are presented below. 

Receptor 
Location 

(See Exhibit 3 
27b) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level 

2009 Existing 
Noise Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in Future 
Noise Levels and 

NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N67 Residence (18) 67 64 60 4

 ‐

3 N 

N68 Residence (1) 67 64 61 3 ‐3 N 

FS‐10 Residence (2) 67 71 69 2 4 I 

N69 Residence (2) 67 74 71 3 7 I 

N70 Residence (1) 67 74 70 4 7 I 

N71 Residence (6) 67 61 60 1 ‐6 N 

N72 Residence (6) 67 58 57 1

 ‐

9 N 

N73 Residence (1) 67 66 65 1 ‐1 I 

N74 Residence (4) 67 62 62 0

 ‐

5 N 

FS‐9 Park 67 57 59 ‐2 ‐10 N 

N75 Residence (3) 67 56 60

 ‐

4

 ‐

11 N 

N76 Residence (3) 67 57 62 ‐5 ‐10 N 

N77 Residence (4) 67 54 57

 ‐

3

 ‐

13 N 

N78 Residence (5) 67 59 60 ‐1 ‐8 N 

FS‐12 Residence (9) 67 54 58

 ‐

4

 ‐

13 N 

N79 Residence (6) 67 54 50 4 ‐13 N 

FS‐11 Residence (4) 67 68 69

 ‐

1 1 I 

N80 Residence (6) 67 58 54 4 ‐9 N 
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APPENDIX B‐4 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—East Segment (Off‐alignment)
 

Entries on the East Segment (Off‐alignment) are presented below. 

Receptor Location 
(See Exhibit 3 27b) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level 

2009 
Existing 

Noise Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in Future 
Noise Levels and 

NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N81 Residence (8) 67 69 67 2 2 I 

N82 Residence (5) 67 61 59 2 ‐6 N 

N83 Residence (3) 67 66 68

 ‐

2

 ‐

1 I 

N84 Residence (8) 67 62 63 ‐1 ‐5 N 

N85 Residence (1) 67 66 70

 ‐

4

 ‐

1 I 

N86 Residence (3) 67 67 71 ‐4 0 I 

N87 Residence (3) 67 63 65

 ‐

2

 ‐

4 N 

N88 Residence (1) 67 68 73 ‐5 1 I 

N89 Residence (12) 67 60 61

 ‐

1

 ‐

7 N 

N90 Residence (2) 67 67 70 ‐3 0 I 

N91 Residence (5) 67 66 69

 ‐

3

 ‐

1 I 

N92 Residence (10) 67 60 60 0 ‐7 N 

N93 Merrill Park Apt. (6) 67 65 69

 ‐

4

 ‐

2 N 

N94 Residence (5) 67 63 63 0 ‐4 N 

N95 Residence (3) 67 67 69

 ‐

2 0 I 

FS‐13 Residence (5) 67 58 56 2 ‐9 N 

FS‐14 Residence (1) 67 72 73

 ‐

1 5 I 

N96 Residence (10) 67 69 67 2 2 I 
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APPENDIX B‐4 (CONTINUED)
 
Traffic Noise Impact Summary—East Segment (Off‐alignment)
 

Entries on the East Segment (Off‐alignment) are presented below. 

Receptor Location 
(See Exhibit 3 27b) 

Number of Residences, 
Schools, etc., Typical of 

this Receptor Site 

Sound Levels Leq (dBA) Impact Evaluation 

Noise Level 
Criteria (NLC) 

2040 Future Noise 
Level 

2009 
Existing 

Noise Level 

Difference in Future 
and Existing Noise 

Levels 

Difference in Future 
Noise Levels and 

NLC 

Impact or No Impact (*) (Col d minus Col e) (Col d minus Col c) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (g) 

N97 Residence (7) 67 60 58 2

 ‐

7 N 

N98 Residence (3) 67 67 64 3 0 I 

N99 Residence (3) 67 77 75 2 10 I 

N100 Residence (3) 67 71 65 6 4 I 

N101 Residence (14) 67 63 60 3

 ‐

4 N 

N102 Residence (6) 67 68 64 4 1 I 

N103 Residence (5) 67 75 76

 ‐

1 8 I 

N104 Residence (5) 67 64 62 2 ‐3 N 

N105 Residence (3) 67 69 73

 ‐

4 2 I 

N106 Residence (2) 67 64 72 ‐8 ‐3 N 

N107 Residence (2) 67 64 72

 ‐

8

 ‐

3 N 

N108 Residence (8) 67 65 72 ‐7 ‐2 N 

N109 Residence (12) 67 66 72

 ‐

6

 ‐

1 I 

N110 Day Care Center (1) 67 68 63 5 1 I 

N111 Restaurant (1) 67 63 63 0

 ‐

4 N 

Notes: 

(*) Wisconsin Department of Transportation’s, Facilities Development Manual, Chapter 23, Noise 

Source—HNTB July 2014 
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APPENDIX C 

Mobile Source Air Toxics 
In December 2012, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) issued updated guidance for the analysis of 
mobile source air toxics (MSATs) in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for highway projects 
(Interim Guidance Update on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents). The following language is taken from these 
guidance documents. 

In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are the National Ambient Air Quality Standards, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) also regulates air toxics. Most air toxics originate from human‐made 
sources, including on‐road mobile sources, non‐road mobile sources (e.g., airplanes), area sources (e.g., dry 
cleaners), and stationary sources (e.g., factories or refineries). 

Controlling air toxic emissions became a national priority with the passage of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 
1990, whereby Congress mandated that USEPA regulate 188 air toxics, also known as hazardous air pollutants. 
USEPA has assessed this expansive list in its latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile 
Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007) and identified a group of 93 compounds 
emitted from mobile sources that are listed in their Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) 
(http://cfcpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/index.cfm). In addition, USEPA identified seven compounds with significant 
contributions from mobile sources that are among the national and regional‐scale cancer risk drivers from its 
1999 National Air Toxics Assessment (http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata1999/). These are acrolein, benzene, 
1,3‐butidiene, diesel particulate matter plus diesel exhaust organic gases (diesel PM), formaldehyde, naphthalene, 
and polycyclic organic matter. While FHWA considers these the priority MSATs, the list is subject to change and 
may be adjusted in consideration of future USEPA rules. 

Based on an FHWA analysis using USEPA's MOVES2010b model, as shown in Figure C‐1, even if vehicle‐miles 
travelled (VMT) increases by 102 percent as assumed from 2010 to 2050, a combined reduction of 83 percent in 
the total annual emissions for the priority MSAT is projected for the same time period. 
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FIGURE C-1 
MSAT Trends 

NATIONAL MSAT EMISSION TRENDS 1999 ‐ 2050 
FOR VEHICLES OPERATING ON ROADWAYS 
USING USEPA's MOVES 2010b MODEL 

Source: USEPA MOVES2010b model runs conducted during May - June 2012 by FHWA.

Note: Trends for specific locations may be different, depending on locally derived information representing vehicle-miles travelled, vehicle

speeds, vehicle mix, fuels, emission control programs, meteorology, and other factors.
 

MSAT Research 
Air toxics analysis is a continuing area of research. While much work has been done to assess the overall health 
risk of air toxics, many questions remain unanswered. In particular, the tools and techniques for assessing project‐
specific health outcomes as a result of lifetime MSAT exposure remain limited. These limitations impede the 
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APPENDIX C—MOBILE SOURCE AIR TOXICS 

ability to evaluate how potential public health risks posed by MSAT exposure should be factored into project‐level 
decision making within the context of NEPA. 

Nonetheless, air toxics concerns continue to be raised on highway projects during the NEPA process. Even as the 
science emerges, we are duly expected by the public and other agencies to address MSAT impacts in our 
environmental documents. FHWA, USEPA, the Health Effects Institute (HEI), and others have funded and 
conducted research studies to try to more clearly define potential risks from MSAT emissions associated with 
highway projects. FHWA will continue to monitor the developing research in this field. 

Consideration of MSAT in NEPA Documents 
The FHWA developed a tiered approach with three categories for analyzing MSAT in NEPA documents, depending 
on specific project circumstances: 

1. No analysis for projects with no potential for meaningful MSAT effects 
2. Qualitative analysis for projects with low potential MSAT effects 
3. Quantitative analysis to differentiate alternatives for projects with higher potential MSAT effects. 

For projects warranting MSAT analysis, the seven priority MSATs should be analyzed. 

The proposed I‐94 East‐West Corridor Study project, with design‐year average annual daily traffic (AADT) in excess 
of 150,000 vehicles per day, meets FHWA’s criteria for a quantitative analysis. Therefore, a quantitative analysis of 
potential MSAT emissions for the seven priority MSATs was prepared for the existing condition (2008) and 
No‐Build and Build Alternatives (2025 opening year and 2040 design year). 

Quantitative MSAT Analysis 
A quantitative analysis was completed to provide a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences 
among MSAT emissions—if any—from the various alternatives. 

Scope and Methodology 
The quantitative MSAT analysis estimates the annual emissions of the seven priority MSATs as a function of VMT 
and MSAT emission rates developed by MOVES2010b. The simplest scope of analysis would be to only calculate 
emissions for roadway segments that would be constructed as part of the project. However, this methodology 
would not consider the influence of the proposed project on the surrounding areas. Therefore, it is more 
appropriate to define an Affected Transportation Network to better capture the MSAT emissions that would be 
generated as a result of the project. This network would include the proposed project plus other transportation 
links where traffic volumes are expected to change as a result of the project. 

The Affected Transportation Network (MSAT Study Area) was based on the project‐level traffic forecast area 
developed by the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission. According to FHWA, the typical 
accuracy threshold of travel‐demand forecasting is plus or minus 5 percent AADT. Also, changes of plus or minus 
5 percent AADT can affect changes of plus or minus 10 percent or more in emissions on congested roadways. 
Since the project‐level traffic forecast network was established for the I‐94 East‐West study area, it was used in 
the MSAT analysis. The network, in addition to I‐94, also included major arterials that intersected or crossed the 
study‐area freeway system, along with parallel roads as far west as 92nd Street, as far east as 16th Street, and from 
Lincoln Avenue on the south to North Avenue on the north. 

The MSAT analysis years included the base year (2008), first full opening year (2025), and design year (2040) for 
the No‐Build Alternative and the Build Alternative. The MSAT emissions analysis was completed using the current 
version of USEPA’s MOVES2010b. 

MSAT Analysis Results 
The amount of MSATs emitted in the region would be proportional to VMT. However, because of improvements 
in emissions technologies, total MSAT emissions will decline over time, even while VMT increases. 
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Within the Affected Transportation Network, VMT is expected to increase by 1.9 percent between 2008 and 2040. 
The estimated VMT in 2040 with the Build Alternative would be 3.3 percent greater than the No‐Build Alternative 
(Figure C‐2). This additional VMT contributes to the Build Alternative having slightly higher MSAT emissions 
compared to the No‐Build Alternative. 

FIGURE C-2 
Yearly VMT 

Under the build alternative, MSAT emissions will be lower than present levels in the design year as a result of 
USEPA’s national control programs. On a national basis, a combined reduction of 72 percent in the total annual 
emission rate for the priority MSAT is projected from 1999 to 2050. Local conditions may differ from these 
national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, VMT growth rates, and local control measures. However, 
the magnitude of the USEPA‐projected reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT 
emissions are lower in the future. As shown in Figure C‐3, MSAT emissions in the Affected Transportation Network 
are predicted to decrease by 91 percent between 2008 and 2040, despite a 2 percent increase in VMT. Figure C‐3 
also indicates that the differences in MSAT emissions between the No‐Build Alternative and Build Alternative is 
relatively small, varying by just 0.1 ton per year in 2025 and only 0.89 ton per year in 2040. The slightly greater 
MSAT emissions in 2040 associated with the Build Alternative compared to the No‐Build Alternative are the result 
of a 3.3 percent increase in VMT. 
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FIGURE C-3 
Predicted MSAT Emission Changes 

As shown in Table C‐1, the greatest reduction in MSAT emissions is expected for Diesel Particulate Matter (Diesel 
PM). Smaller reductions are anticipated for the remaining pollutants. Variations between the No‐Build Alternative 
and Build Alternative are minor. 

TABLE C-1 
MSAT Analysis 

2008 2025 2040 Percent Change
2008 to 2040Existing No-Build Build No-Build Build 

Vehicle Miles 
Traveled (VMT) 823,162,864 789,066,773 816,136,252 811,694,485 838,521,402 1.9% 

MSAT Pollutant (Tons per Year) 
Acrolein 0.49 0.08 0.08 0.06 0.06 -87% 
Benzene 7.00 1.71 1.72 1.76 2.13 -70% 
1,3 Butadiene 1.04 0.25 0.25 0.26 0.27 -74% 
Diesel PM 50.71 4.24 4.32 1.84 1.93 -96% 
Formaldehyde 6.89 1.56 1.57 0.96 1.38 -80% 
Naphthalene 0.87 0.18 0.18 0.15 0.16 -82% 
Polycyclics 0.46 0.07 0.08 0.06 0.06 -86% 
Totals 67.47 8.09 8.19 5.10 5.99 -91% 
Note: Totals may not add correctly due to rounding 

The additional travel lanes contemplated as part of the Build Alternative will have the effect of moving traffic 
closer to some homes and businesses; therefore, there may be localized areas where ambient concentrations of 
MSATs could be higher compared to the No–Build Alternative. Also, MSATs will be lower in other locations when 
traffic shifts away from them. However, as discussed below, the magnitude and the duration of these potential 
increases compared to the No‐Build alternative cannot be reliably quantified due to the inherent deficiencies of 
current models. 
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In summary, MSAT emissions in 2040 are expected to be relatively similar under the Build Alternative relative to 
the No‐Build Alternative. In comparing the Build Alternative to the No‐Build Alternative, MSAT levels could be 
higher in some locations than others, but current tools and science are not adequate to reliably quantify them. 
However, on a regional basis, USEPA’s vehicle and fuel regulations, coupled with fleet turnover, will over time 
cause substantial reductions that will cause region‐wide MSAT levels to be significantly lower than today. As this 
analysis shows, despite VMT increases from 2008 to 2040, MSAT emissions are still anticipated to decline 
considerably over the same period. The proposed project would not interfere with the substantial emissions 
reductions forecasted in the project area due to the implementation of USEPA’s regulations. 

Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific MSAT Health Impacts Analysis 
In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict the project‐specific health impacts 
due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of highway alternatives. The outcome of such 
an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the process through 
assumption and speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts directly attributable to 
MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action. 

USEPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from any known or anticipated effect of an air 
pollutant. It is the lead authority for administering the Clean Air Act and its amendments and has specific statutory 
obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. USEPA is in the continual process of assessing human 
health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. It maintains the Integrated Risk Information System 
(IRIS), which is “a compilation of electronic reports on specific substances found in the environment and their 
potential to cause human health effects” (USEPA, https://www.epa.gov/iris/). Each report contains assessments of 
noncancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates of risk levels from lifetime 
oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude. 

Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of MSAT, including 
the HEI. Two HEI studies are summarized in Appendix D of FHWA’s Interim Guidance Update on Mobile source Air 
Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents. Among the adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high 
exposures are cancer in humans in occupational settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract, 
including the exacerbation of asthma. Less obvious are the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at 
current environmental concentrations (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282) or in the future as 
vehicle emissions substantially decrease (HEI, http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306). 

The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion modeling; exposure 
modeling; and then final determination of health impacts–each step in the process building on the model 
predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain science that 
prevents a more complete differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set of project alternatives. These 
difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70‐year) assessments, particularly because unsupportable assumptions 
would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which affects emissions 
rates) over that time frame, since such information is unavailable. 

It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70‐year lifetime MSAT concentrations and exposure near roadways; to 
determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific location; and to establish the extent 
attributable to a proposed action, especially given that some of the information needed is unavailable. 

There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the various MSAT, 
because of factors such as low‐dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure data to the general 
population, a concern expressed by HEI (http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282). As a result, there is no 
national consensus on air dose‐response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT 
compounds, and in particular for diesel PM. USEPA (http://www.epa.gov/ttnatw01/nata/perspect.html) and the 
HEI (http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/tru/documents/health_effects_diesel_exhaust‐hei_perspective.pdf) have not 
established a basis for quantitative risk assessment of diesel PM in ambient settings. 

C-6 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/tru/documents/health_effects_diesel_exhaust-hei_perspective.pdf
http://www.epa.gov/ttnatw01/nata/perspect.html
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=306
http://pubs.healtheffects.org/view.php?id=282
https://www.epa.gov/iris


 

  

                                         
                                     
                                     

                           
                               
                                       

                                     
                                           

                                         
                                   

                                         
                             
                                   

          

                             
                               

                               
                               
                                

                                 
                               
                             
                                

APPENDIX C—MOBILE SOURCE AIR TOXICS 

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current context is the process 
used by USEPA as provided by the Clean Air Act to determine whether more stringent controls are required in 
order to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect 
for industrial sources subject to the maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene 
emissions from refineries. The decision framework is a two‐step process. The first step requires USEPA to 
determine a “safe” or “acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than 
approximately 100 in a million. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of which is to 
maximize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions from a source. The results of 
this statutory two‐step process do not guarantee that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are less than 1 in a 
million; in some cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual cancer risks that are as 
high as approximately 100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of 
Columbia Circuit upheld USEPA’s approach to addressing risk in its two‐step decision framework. Information is 
incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway projects would result in levels of risk 
greater than safe or acceptable. 

Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any predicted difference 
in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties associated with 
predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be useful to decision makers, 
who would need to weigh this information against project benefits, such as reducing traffic congestion, accident 
rates, and fatalities, plus improved access for emergency response, that are better suited for quantitative analysis. 

In this appendix, FHWA and WisDOT have provided a quantitative analysis of MSAT emissions relative to the 
No‐Build and Build Alternative. FHWA and WisDOT have acknowledged that the project may result in increased 
exposure to MSAT emissions in certain locations, although the concentrations and duration of exposures are 
uncertain, and because of this uncertainty, the health effects from these emissions cannot be reliably estimated. 
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Federal Agencies 
D‐1, USEPA, July 10, 2012 
D‐2, USEPA, October 1, 2012 
D‐3, USEPA, November 28, 2012 
D‐4, USEPA, June 24, 2013 
D‐5, USEPA, August 19, 2013 
D‐6, USEPA, July 14, 2014 
D‐7, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, July 26, 2012 
D‐8, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, April 17, 2012 
D‐9, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, February 14, 2013 
D‐10, National Park Service, July 6, 2012 
D‐11, National Park Service, September 7, 2012 
D‐12, National Park Service, December 3, 2012 
D‐13, National Park Service, May 9, 2013 
D‐14, FHWA to National Park Service, May 23, 2013 
D‐15, FHWA to National Park Service, June 3, 2013 
D‐16, National Park Service, June 9 2013 
D‐17, National Park Service, May 1, 2014 
D‐18, WisDOT to National Park Service, May 21, 2014 
D‐19, National Park Service, July 14, 2014 
D‐20, Corps of Engineers, July 25, 2012 
D‐21, Corps of Engineers, September 28, 2012 
D‐22, Corps of Engineers, November 26, 2012 
D‐23, Corps of Engineers, June 25, 2013 
D‐24, Corps of Engineers, July 15, 2014 
D‐25, National Cemetery Administration, September 4, 2012 
D‐26, National Cemetery Administration, November 9, 2012 
D‐27, Department of Veterans Affairs, July 25, 2013 
D‐28, Department of Veterans Affairs, October 30, 2013 
D‐29, WisDOT to National Cemetery Administration, April 11, 2014 
D‐30, National Cemetery Administration, April 25, 2014 
D‐31, WisDOT to National Cemetery Administration, April 29, 2014 
D‐32, National Cemetery Administration, June 4, 2014 
D‐33, FHWA to National Cemetery Administration, September 26, 2014 
D‐34, National Cemetery Administration, October 15, 2014 
D‐35, FHWA, August 16, 2013 
D‐36, Forest County Potawatomi Community, September 27, 2012 
D‐37, Forest County Potawatomi Community, February 4, 2013 
D‐38, Red Cliff Band of Lake Superior Chippewa Indians of Wisconsin, May 20 2013 
D‐39, Congresswoman Gwen Moore, District 4, Wisconsin, July 18, 2014 
D‐40, FHWA to Congresswoman Gwen Moore, September 19, 2014 

Appendix D
Agency Coordination Prior to Draft EIS 



       
         
         
         
         
         
         
             
         
          
         
           
         
             
             
             
             
         
                 
             
             
                 
             
             
             
                 
             
               
               
               
                   
               
               
               
               
                   
               
                 
               

State and Local Agencies 
D‐41, DNR, July 30, 2012 
D‐42, DOT, September 17, 2012 
D‐43, DNR, October 1, 2012 
D‐44, DNR, December 3, 2012 
D‐45, DNR, July 1, 2013 
D‐46, DNR, July 17, 2014 
D‐47, Wisconsin Historical Society, May 14, 2014 
D‐48, SEWRPC, July 3, 2012 
D‐49, SEWRPC, December 3, 2012 
D‐50, SEWRPC, July 12, 2013 
D‐51, Milwaukee County, July 26, 2013 
D‐52, Milwaukee County Board, Undated 
D‐53, City of Milwaukee, July 25, 2012 
D‐54, City of Milwuakee, October 1, 2012 
D‐55, City of Milwaukee, December 4, 2012 
D‐56, City of Milwaukee, March 1, 2013 
D‐57, City of Milwaukee, Undated 
D‐58, WisDOT to City of Milwaukee, May 13, 2013 
D‐59, City of Milwaukee, April 10, 2013 
D‐60, City of Milwaukee, May 21, 2013 
D‐61, WisDOT to City of Milwaukee, June 11, 2013 
D‐62, City of Milwaukee, July 15, 2013 
D‐63, City of Milwaukee, August 29, 2013 
D‐64, City of Milwaukee, September 25, 2013 
D‐65, WisDOT to City of Milwaukee, October 24, 2013 
D‐66, City of Milwaukee, May 22, 2014 
D‐67 City of West Allis, July 2, 2012 
D‐68, City of West Allis, August 21, 2012 
D‐69, City of West Allis, January 14, 2013 
D‐70, WisDOT to City of West Allis, February 28, 2013 
D‐71, City of West Allis, May 24, 2013 
D‐72, City of West Allis, June 6, 2013 
D‐73, City of West Allis, June 6, 2013 
D‐74, City of West Allis, June 4, 2013 
D‐75, WisDOT to City of West Allis, June 18, 2013 
D‐76, City of West Allis, June 26, 2014 
D‐77, School District of West Milwaukee, September 6, 2012 
D‐78, Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District, February 14, 2014 
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From: Leslie, Michael [mailto:leslie.michael@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, August 19, 2013 3:39 PM 
To: Trainer, Patricia - DOT 
Subject: RE: Fine Particulate Matter Hot-Spot Analysis Requirements for the proposed I-94 project 

Sorry Pat, my response was in my outlook draft folder. 

EPA provisionally concurs with WNDR/WisDOT’s conclusion that the I‐94 East‐West Corridor Project would not be a 
Projects of Air Quality Concern (POAQC) for purposes of project level transportation conformity. This is based on the 
projected traffic data for implementing the project as presented in the I‐94 PM2.5 Hot Spot White Paper. The White 
Paper is based on preliminary data from the NEPA process. The decision on whether or not a project is a POAQC must be 
based on the latest planning assumptions available at the time the analysis begins (40 CFR 93.110). Also, the design 
concept and scope of the project must be consistent with that included in the conforming transportation plan and 
transportation improvement program (TIP) or regional emissions analysis (40 CFR 93.114). This project should be 
tracked in the interagency consultation process as the NEPA process proceeds and a preferred alternative is chosen the 
to ensure all conformity requirements are met. EPA commends WisDOT and WNDR for their efforts in developing a 
knowledge base on the PM2.5 hotspot requirements, and we look forward to working with the interagency consultation 
group on these issues. 
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From: Payant, Dobra - DOT 
Sent: Wednesday, July 17, 2013 2:13 PM 
To: DOT DTSD SE SEF I94EW Doc Control 
Subject: FW: WisDOT Project I.D. 1060-27-00 re: NHPA § 110 (f) 
Attachments: NHPA.106 & 110.docx; 36 CFR PART 800.10.docx 

10602700-00042R-RDA25

-----Original Message-----
From: Michele_Curran@nps.gov [mailto:Michele_Curran@nps.gov] 
Sent: Friday, September 07, 2012 4:17 PM 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT 
Subject: WisDOT Project I.D. 1060-27-00 re: NHPA § 110 (f) 

Hello Ms. Payant; 

●In my review of the Impact Analysis Methodology (for the I-94 
East-West 
Freeway Study in Milwaukee County, Wisconsin) on page 2, while there is 
mention of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and the §106 
process, there is no mention of § 100 (f) that states: 

Prior to the approval of any Federal undertaking which may directly and 
adversely affect any National 
Historic Landmark, the head of the responsible Federal agency shall, to 
the 
maximum extent possible, 
undertake such planning and actions as may be necessary to minimize harm 
to 
such landmark, and shall 
afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on the 
undertaking. 

● Because the Northwestern Branch National Home for Disabled Volunteer
­
Soldiers (NHDVS) National Historic Landmark (NHL) is located within the
­
Clement Zablocki Milwaukee Veterans Affairs Medical Center (MVAMC) and
­
also
­
includes Woods (VA) Cemetery, it appears that the eventual project
­
(resulting from the proposed study) has the potential to adversely
­
affect
­
the NHL. I am attaching information regarding NHPA and 36 CFR Part
­
800.10
­
regarding "Special requirements for protecting National Historic
­
Landmarks.
­
The Soldiers Home Reef NHL is also within the APE of the project.
­

(See attached file: NHPA.106 & 110.docx)(See attached file: 36 CFR PART 
800.10.docx) 
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10602700-00042R-RDA25
I would like to see the two NHL boundaries clearly identified on all 
maps 
related to the study. 

● Page 7 mentions the displacement of homes, but does not address the 
possible relocation of Veteran and other burials from the cemeteries 
that 
are adjacent to I-94. 

● Page 10: 6.2: addresses potential high and adverse impacts on minority 
and low income populations--it should also address the impact on 
military 
veterans attempting to access the MVAMC. 

● Page 11. Although 7.1 first bullet. mentions § 110, in 7.2 only the 
National Register of Historic Places are referred to and not the 
National 
Historic Landmarks. In 7.3 there is mention of the Northwestern Branch 
NHDVS NHL, but not the Soldiers Home Reef NHL. 

● Page 12. The Government Printing Office (GPO) preferred spelling is 
"archeology." 

● Page 13. 9.1 first bullet--Because the Woods Cemetery is part of the 
NHL, 
§ 110 (f) also applies. 9.2: along with petitioning the WI SHPO, 
because 
the cemetery is part of an NHL, the Advisory Council for Historic 
Preservation will also need to be contacted (who, in turn invite the 
Secretary of the Interior via the NPS to participate). 

● Page 15. The designed landscape at the NW NHDVS NHL is a contributing 
feature to the NH and should be included in the Aesthetics Impact 
Methodology 

● Page 25. The geology of the Soldiers Home Reef NHL should be 
addressed. 

Thank you for providing the NPS Cultural Resources Program an 
opportunity 
to comment. 

Michele J. Curran, Ph.D. | Architectural Historian | National Park 
Service 
| Midwest Regional Office 

2 
ENV



 

  

  

 

 

 

    

    

      

     

      

    

  

 
 

     

    

     

   

  

    

    

 

 
    

       

   

 

   

      

         

     

    

  

  

  

10602700-00042R-RDA25

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 

As amended through 2006 [With annotations] 

[This Act became law on October 15, 1966 (Public Law 89-665; 16 U.S.C. 470 et seq.). Subsequent 

amendments to the Act include Public Law 91-243, Public Law 93-54, Public Law 94-422, Public Law 

94-458, Public Law 96-199, Public Law 96-244, Public Law 96-515, Public Law 98-483, Public Law 99-

514, Public Law 100-127, Public Law 102-575, Public Law 103-437, Public Law 104-333, Public Law 

106-113, Public Law 106-176, Public Law 106-208, Public Law 106-355, and Public Law 109-453. This 

description of the Act, as amended, tracts the language of the United States Code except that (in following 

common usage) we refer to the “Act”(meaning the Act, as amended) rather than to the “subchapter” or the 

“title” of the Code. This description also excludes some of the notes found in the Code as well as those 

sections of the amendments dealing with completed reports. Until the Code is updated through the end of 

the 106th Congress, the Code citations for Sections 308 and 309 are speculative.] 

AN ACT to Establish a Program for the Preservation of Additional Historic Properties throughout the 

Nation, and for Other Purposes. 

Section 106 
[16 U.S.C. 470f — Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, comment on Federal undertakings] 

The head of any Federal agency having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a proposed Federal or federally 

assisted undertaking in any State and the head of any Federal department or independent agency having 

authority to license any undertaking shall, prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal funds on 

the undertaking or prior to the issuance of any license, as the case may be, take into account the effect of 

the undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is included in or eligible for 

inclusion in the National Register. The head of any such Federal agency shall afford the Advisory Council 

on Historic Preservation established under Title II of this Act a reasonable opportunity to comment with 

regard to such undertaking. 

Section 110 
[16 U.S.C. 470h-2(a) — Federal agencies’ responsibility to preserve and use historic properties] 

(f) Prior to the approval of any Federal undertaking which may directly and adversely affect any National 

Historic Landmark, the head of the responsible Federal agency shall, to the maximum extent possible, 

undertake such planning and actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to such landmark, and shall 

afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable opportunity to comment on the 

undertaking. 

(l) With respect to any undertaking subject to section 106 of this Act which adversely affects any property 

included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register, and for which a Federal agency has not 

entered into an agreement pursuant to regulations issued by the Council, the head of such agency shall 

document any decision made pursuant to section 106 of this Act. The head of such agency may not 

delegate his or her responsibilities pursuant to such section. Where a section 106 of this Act memorandum 

of agreement has been executed with respect to an undertaking, such memorandum shall govern the 

undertaking and all of its parts. 
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36 CFR PART 800 -- PROTECTION OF 

HISTORIC PROPERTIES (incorporating 

amendments effective August 5, 2004) 

§ 800.10 Special requirements for 

protecting National Historic 

Landmarks. 

(a) Statutory requirement. Section 

110(f) of the act requires that the agency 

official, to the maximum extent 

possible, undertake such planning and 

actions as may be necessary to minimize 

harm to any National Historic Landmark 

that may be directly and adversely 

affected by an undertaking. When 

commenting on such undertakings, the 

Council shall use the process set forth in 

§§ 800.6 through 800.7 and give special 

consideration to protecting National 

Historic Landmarks as specified in this 

section. 

(b) Resolution of adverse effects. The 

agency official shall request the Council 

to participate in any consultation to 

resolve adverse effects on National 

Historic Landmarks conducted under § 

800.6. 

(c) Involvement of the Secretary. The 

agency official shall notify the Secretary 

of any consultation involving a National 

Historic Landmark and invite the 

Secretary to participate in the 

consultation where there may be an 

adverse effect. The Council may request 

a report from the Secretary under 

section 213 of the act to assist in the 

consultation. 

(d) Report of outcome. When the 

Council participates in consultation 

under this section, it shall report the 

outcome of the section 106 process, 

providing its written comments or any 

memoranda of agreement to which it is 

a signatory, to the Secretary and the 

head of the agency responsible for the 

undertaking. 

Council: Advisor Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)  

Secretary: Secretary of the Interior, represented by the National Park Service (NPS  
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From: Curran, Michele [mailto:Michele_Curran@nps.gov]; 
Sent: 12/3/2012 1:06:46 PM 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT [mailto:Dobra.Payant@dot.wi.gov]; 
CC: Banker, Sherman J - WHS [mailto:Sherman.Banker@wisconsinhistory.org]; 
Subject: I-94 East-West comments 

Please see attached............. 


Michele J. Curran, Ph.D. / Architectural Historian 
National Park Service / Midwest Regional Office 
601 Riverfront Drive / Omaha, Nebraska 68102 

Phone: 402.661.1954 / Fax: 402.661.1955 

Michele Curran Comments on Coord Plan for Agency & Public Involvement 

COORDINATION PLAN 
For 
AGENCY AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
As part of the Environmental Review Process 
Table 2.3 
Agency contacts	 FHWA Advisory Council for Historic Preservation, Carol Legard 

VA Advisory Council for Historic Preservation, Brian Lusher 

NPS, Michele J Curran comments on: 

IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
As part of the Environmental Review Process for 
I-94 East-West Corridor Study 
(70th Street – 25th Street) 
Milwaukee County, WI 
WisDOT Project I.D. 1060-27-00 
Section 7.2  
General Methodology 
Add National Historic Landmarks (NHLs), extra measures required to avoid negative impact 

Section 7.3 or 7.4  Project Specific Methodology 
In addition, there are two NHLS that will require notification to the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, and the Secretary of the Interior via the National Park Service:  contact 
person Dr. Michele Curran 

D-12
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Section 8 Archaeological Resources Impact Methodology 
Section 9 Cemetery/Burial Site Impact Methodology 
Add a Section to specifically address National Historic Landmarks, Soldiers Home Reef, 
Northwestern Branch NHDVS 

I-94 East-West Corridor Study: Section 1 Purpose and Need 
Comments from National Park Service, Michele Curran 

Section 1.3.1 Land Use and Transportation Planning
 
Add a bulletin point indicating awareness of and need to protect Soldiers Home Reef NHL and
 
the Northwestern Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers (NHDVS) NHL, and 

the associated military cemetery
 
Section 1.3.2 System Linkage and Route Importance
 
Veterans Affairs Hospital Complex and NHDVS NHL
 

Section 1.5 Environmental Aspects but there is no mention of Cultural Resources
 
Cultural Aspects need to be added to the Purpose and Need Statement. 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.
 
National Historic Landmarks and National Register of Historic Places properties will need to be
 
addressed.  




 

    

       
     

           
          

                

         
         

 

    

     

   

    

       
                

               
              

               
        

             
           

               
                

                 
                   

                 
                 

               
    

  

        
    

      

    

From: Payant, Dobra - DOT 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 7:12 PM 
To: DOT DTSD SE SEF I94EW Doc Control 
Subject: FW: I-94 East West Corridor Study, Milwaukee County 

10602701-00480R-RDA25

From: Curran, Michele [mailto:michele_curran@nps.gov]
 
Sent: Thursday, May 09, 2013 11:50 AM
 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT
 
Cc: Anthony.D.Jernigan@usace.army.mil; Madderom, Glenn; Richburg, Alphaeus L.; Thompson, Michael C - DNR;
 
Brian.Dranzik@milwcnty.com; Polenske, Jeff; pdaniels@ci.west-allis.wi.us; Yunker, Ken; Waldschmidt, Jay - DOT;
 
Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov; Nguyen, David - DOT; Webb, Charlie; Lee, Scott - DOT; Barth, Tony - DOT; Lynch,
 
Jason - DOT; Mary O'Brien; Heimlich, Brad; Goldsworthy, Benjamin
 
Subject: Re: I-94 East West Corridor Study, Milwaukee County
 

Ms. Payant, 

Thank you for providing a copy of the May 2013 I-94 East West Coordination Plan for National Park Service 

(NPS) review.  While at this time you are preparing the Environmental Inpact Statement (EIS), the document 

should address that the Northwestern Branch National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers National Historic 

Landmark is in the Area of Potential Effect (APE) and will require adherence to the: 

§National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, As amended through 2006 [With annotations], 
Section 110 (f) ) Prior to the approval of any Federal undertaking which may directly and adversely 
affect any National Historic Landmark, the head of the responsible Federal agency shall, to the 
maximum extent possible, undertake such planning and actions as may be necessary to minimize 
harm to such landmark, and shall afford the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on the undertaking. 

This project will also require Section 106 consultation: [16 U.S.C. 470f — Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, comment on Federal undertakings] The head of any Federal agency 
having direct or indirect jurisdiction over a proposed Federal or federally assisted undertaking in any 
State and the head of any Federal department or independent agency having authority to license any 
undertaking shall, prior to the approval of the expenditure of any Federal funds on the undertaking or 
prior to the issuance of any license, as the case may be, take into account the effect of the 
undertaking on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is included in or eligible for inclusion 
in the National Register. The head of any such Federal agency shall afford the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation established under Title II of this Act a reasonable opportunity to comment with 
regard to such undertaking. 

In addition, 

36 CFR PART 800 -- PROTECTION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES (incorporating amendments 
effective August 5, 2004) 

§ 800.10 Special requirements for protecting National Historic Landmarks. 

(a) Statutory requirement. Section 
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110(f) of the act requires that the agency official, to the maximum extent possible, undertake such 
planning and actions as may be necessary to minimize harm to any National Historic Landmark that  
may be directly and adversely affected by an undertaking. When commenting on such undertakings, 
the Council shall use the process set forth in §§ 800.6 through 800.7 and give special consideration 
to protecting National Historic Landmarks as specified in this section. 

(b) Resolution of adverse effects. The agency official shall request the Council 

to participate in any consultation to resolve adverse effects on National 

Historic Landmarks conducted under §800.6. 

(c) Involvement of the Secretary. The agency official shall notify the Secretary of any consultation 
involving a National Historic Landmark and invite the Secretary to participate in the consultation  
where there may be an adverse effect. The Council may request a report from the Secretary 
under section 213 of the act to assist in the consultation. 

(d) Report of outcome. When the Council participates in consultation under this section, it shall report 
the outcome of the section 106 process, providing its written comments or any memoranda of 
agreement to which it is a signatory, to the Secretary and the head of the agency responsible for 
the undertaking. 

[Council: Advisor Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) Secretary: Secretary of the Interior, 
represented by the National Park Service (NPS)]. 

************************************ 

NPS has some requests and suggestions for the EIS. 

1. The Advisory Council for Historic Preservation should receive formal notification of the project. 

2. The NPS asks to be listed as a Cooperating Agency because of its legal responsibility for the preservation of 

the NHL.  We also ask the National Trust for Historic Preservation (National Trust) be included as a 

Participating Agency. 

3. The NHL and National Register (NR) properties need to be identified and included on all maps prepared for 

the project.  The National Cemetery boundary also needs to be clearly identified. 

4. While you are probably well aware that this project will require the identification and evaluation of 4f 

properties, I do not see any identification or mention of intent to perform the evaluation in the EIS.. 

Thank you for providing the NPS with the opportunity to comment. 

Michele J. Curran, Ph.D. / Architectural Historian 
National Park Service / Midwest Regional Office 
601 Riverfront Drive / Omaha, Nebraska 68102 

Phone: 402.661.1954 / Fax: 402.661.1955 
Email: michele_curran@nps.gov 

2 
ENV

mailto:michele_curran@nps.gov


 

 

From: Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov 
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2013 3:51 PM 
To: michele_curran@nps.gov 
Cc: Anthony.D.Jernigan@usace.army.mil; Glenn.Madderom@va.gov; 

Alphaeus.Richburg@va.gov; Thompson, Michael C - DNR; Brian.Dranzik@milwcnty.com; 
Polenske, Jeff; pdaniels@ci.west-allis.wi.us; Yunker, Ken; Waldschmidt, Jay - DOT; Nguyen, 
David - DOT; Webb, Charlie; Lee, Scott - DOT; Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov; Payant, 
Dobra - DOT; Barth, Tony - DOT; Lynch, Jason - DOT; DOT DTSD SE SEF I94EW Doc 
Control; tem@tds.net; Heimlich, Brad; Goldsworthy, Benjamin 

Subject:  Response: NPS interest I-94 East West Corridor Study, Milwaukee County 
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Hello Bethany,  

Is FHWA and WI DOT planning to run NEPA and NHPA concurrently.  NPS prefers that there be two separate  

processes.  From the information above...it appears NEPA is being done first?  

Thank you,  

Michele  
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Hello Bethany and Dobra, 

On page two of the "FHWA Assessment of Adverse Effects for the I-94 East-West Corridor Project from 16th 

St. to 70th St, Milwaukee, Wisconsin (Project ID 1060-27-00), the NPS is in disagreement with your 

determination of "no adverse effect" for the Calvary Cemetery and the Story Hill Residential Districts #2 and 

#3. 

Following the meeting on Tuesday, April 22, I drove through the Story Hill neighborhood and the Calvary 

Cemetery.  The attached photographs illustrate my concern.  The All-Up option will definitely be seen from the 

houses in the Story Hill neighborhoods.  We were told the All-Up will be about the same height as the current 

interstate traffic signs shown in the photographs. Considering that there will be a significant number of cars and 

trucks driving at this height the entire neighborhood will be adversely affected by noise, all all of the houses on 

the Story Parkway will also have their views adversely affected. In addition, people living  on streets 

intersecting with Story Parkway, such as Pinecrest, will also experience an adverse affect in both noise and 

view. 
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Thank you for your e-mail Michele. At a couple of our consultation meetings we have indicated that the  

existing sign bridge adjacent to Wood National Cemetery is a good approximation of the height of the double  

deck all up alternative at that specific location adjacent to the cemetery. However, that doesn’t apply to the  

existing sign bridge next to the Story Hill neighborhood for a couple reasons. First, the eastbound lanes of I-94  

would not be as high as the existing sign bridge. Secondly, the eastbound lanes would be about 100 feet south,  

or further away, from Story Hill than they are today at the spot you took the picture. The predicted noise levels  

reflect this.  

I have attached a rendering which we shared at the January 10
th

 consultation meeting. It shows the same sign  

bridge as your picture. If you compare the height of the sign bridge to the tree line in the background you will  

see that the roadway is lower.  

FHWA and WisDOT intend to respond to the remaining comments at the June 10, 2014 consultation meeting.  

Thank you.  

Dobra 
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From: Curran, Michele [mailto:michele_curran@nps.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2014 2:49 PM 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT 
Subject: Re: I-94 East-West Corridor Study, Milwaukee Wisconsin 

Hello Dobra, 

I really do not have any comments at this time.  I still believe there will be an adverse visual and 
noise effect to the NHL, Wood Cemetery, Story Hill neighborhood, and Calvary Cemetery.  I 
remain strongly in favor of the at-grade alternative. 

Michele J. Curran, Ph.D. / Architectural Historian 
National Historic Landmarks Program 
National Park Service / Midwest Regional Office 
601 Riverfront Drive / Omaha, Nebraska 68102 

Phone: 402.661.1954 / Fax: 402.661.1955 
Email: michele_curran@nps.gov 
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From: Jernigan, Anthony D MVP [mailto:Anthony.D.Jernigan@usace.army.mil]
 
Sent: Tuesday, June 25, 2013 1:19 PM
 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT
 
Cc: Webb, Charlie/MKE; Graser, Rebecca M MVP; 'Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov'
 
Subject: RE: Draft Section 2, Alternatives Considered, for the I-94 East-West study in Milwaukee,
 
Wisconsin (UNCLASSIFIED)
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
 
Caveats: NONE
 

Ms. Payant,
 

Please accept the following comments on the information provided:
 

1. While Transportation Systems Management (TSM) and Travel Demand Management (TDM) only 
alternatives are not proposed to be carried forward, we understand that some TSM and TDM elements 
would be maintained or incorporated as a way to fulfill the Purpose and Need (PN). 

2. Please clarify the tie between aspects of the PN statement with respect to SEWRPC plan (e.g. how 
do the objectives, study areas, and LOS in the study compare with the PN). As an example, the PN we 
concurred with does not "require" consistency with the SEWRPC plan, but I can extrapolate why it is 
important. 

3. It is noted in Section 2.3.6 that the TSM+TDM+ 6-lane Modernization Alternative would not 
provide the appropriate future level of service, but the data was not confirmed in the document we 
received. Would you please confirm that the data supports that the TSM+TDM+ 6-lane Modernization 
Alternative would not provide the appropriate level of service that is desired? 

4. Given the stated opposition by the City of Milwaukee to adding lanes to Interstate 94, has 
consideration been given to a potentially increased motivation to locally fund TDM improvements to 
avoid lane additions? 

5. With exception to the alternatives encroaching on the cemetery and with regard to the 
alternatives dismissed, please ensure that the text of the Modernization Alternatives section indicate 
which PN element would not be met to better align with the PN factors (e.g. which PN factor would not 
be met, leading to S5 being dismissed). 

6. Please describe TSM elements incorporated into the alternatives carried forward. 

7. Please note that we have not received the revised Purpose and Need statement and we will not 
be able to fully evaluate range of alternatives carried forward until we have reviewed that document. 

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to comment on the information provided as part of the 
proposed EIS for the Interstate 94 East-West Freeway Corridor project. We look forward to continued 
coordination between our agencies regarding this proposal. 

Please contact me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony 
Anthony Jernigan 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Phone: 651-290-5729 
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Mr. Webb/Mr. Payant;  

Thank you for sending the attached information, I am forwarding it onward to the following persons within  

National Cemetery Administration (NCA) and VA for their information and review;  

Mr. Gary Rothfeld, VA Real Property Service  

Ms. Diana Ohman, NCA Memorial Service Network IV Director  

Mr. Jim Gemmel, NCA Memorial Service Network IV Chief of Operations  

Mr. Tom Koerting, NCA Memorial Service Network IV Engineer  

Ms. Kathleen Schamel, VA Historic Preservation Office  

Ms. Sara Leach, NCA Historian  

A.  Regarding the attached I-94 E-W Coordination Plan; 

NCA COMMENT:   The following point of contact as listed under Section 2.3 is only for the VA Medical 

Center and not for Wood National Cemetery/NCA. Department of Veterans Affairs Bill Janowski, U.S. Dept. of 

Veterans Affairs, Milwaukee Regional Office, 5400 National Avenue, Milwaukee, WI 53214 (414) 382-5300, 

William.janowski@VA.gov, Invited Participating Agency (7/2/12) Accordingly, we request that you add the following 

Wood National Cemetery/NCA points of contact to the Coordination Plan per our discussion last week. (Mr. 

Glenn Madderom, Mr. Alpheus Richburg, Mr. Gary Rothfeld).  Also for purposes of this Coordination Plan 

document, you can consider Wood National Cemetery/NCA as both invited and accepted based on our initial 

meeting last week. 

B.  Regarding the attached I-94 E-W Impact Analysis Methodology- specifically Section 9 Cemetery/Burial 

Site Impact Methodology; 

NCA COMMENT:   As per our discussion last week please be aware that NCA considers interments of 

Veterans at national cemeteries as permanent and final.   NCA has a sacred trust to ensure that all national 

cemeteries are perpetually maintained as national shrines to the sacrifices made by our Nation’s Veterans. Any 

proposed plans or actions that might affect a gravesite or the serene environment of historic Wood National 

Cemetery will not be viewed favorably by the National Cemetery Administration or VA.  

� 
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Ms. Payant;  

Thank you for providing VA National Cemetery Administration (NCA) with the opportunity to participate in  

the ongoing study and document review process.  After reviewing the “Draft Purpose and Need Statement for  

the I-94 East West Study in Milwaukee, WI” that you forwarded for comment on November 2, 2012, NCA has  

concerns and comments on the following items contained in that document;  

NCA Concern, Page 1-9  

The 2035 regional transportation system plan includes the following recommendations for the I-94 East-West  

Corridor study area:  Expand I-94 from 6 to 8 travel lanes (4 lanes in each direction) through the entire study  

area  

NCA Concern, Page 1-10 

Based, in part, on the traffic operations information, the 2003 regional freeway system plan includes the 

following conceptual improvement recommendations for the I�94 East�West Corridor study area: 

Reconstruct I�94 with considerations for the following: conversion from 6 to 8 travel lanes, new pavement with 
full shoulders, new bridges with additional vertical clearance, revised entrance ramps for better operations, and 

revised vertical alignment to accommodate safer stopping sight distances. 

Reconstruct I�94/US 41/WIS 341/Miller Parkway Interchange (Stadium Interchange) as a high�type service 

interchange (see page 1�2 for discussion of a “high�type” service interchange). 

� Add auxiliary lanes between interchanges.  

� Reconstruct Mitchell Boulevard interchange to a modified half diamond.  

NCA Concern Page 1-31 

The Zablocki Drive bridge over I-94 has a Structural Evaluation Rating of 2 defined as “basically intolerable 

requiring high priority of replacement.” The Zablocki Drive bridge provides access to the Wood National 

Cemetery and Department of Veterans’ Affairs complex from Bluemound Road. Currently, the bridge is posted 

with a 10-ton weight limit  Page 1-31 

NCA Comment/Response:

    As previously expressed to your office, NCA has definite concerns about any potential solutions being 

proposed such as lane increases, lane widening, ramp revisions, bridge replacement, or interchange 

modifications that would cause highway infringement onto or over any portion of the historic Wood National 

Cemetery property.  NCA considers interments of Veterans at national cemeteries as permanent and final. 

NCA has a sacred trust to ensure that all national cemeteries are perpetually maintained as national shrines to 

the sacrifices made by our Nation’s Veterans.  Any proposed highway or bridge improvement plans or actions 

that might affect the historic gravesites, landscape, or the serene environment of Wood National Cemetery will 

not be viewed favorably by the National Cemetery Administration or Department of Veterans Affairs.    

     Wood National Cemetery is listed on the National Register and it is a component of the Northwestern 

Branch-National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers National Historic Landmark, designated in 2011. As 

such, coordination of all study findings, alternatives and recommendations that could potentially affect Wood 

National Cemetery would require consultation with the National Park Service, Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation (16 U.S.C. 470h-2(f)), and Wisconsin SHPO per 36 CFR Part 800.  Federal requirements for 

historic preservation consultation for National Historic Landmarks is described at the following website 

http://www.achp.gov/regs-nhl.html  and NCA believes that FHWA/DOT is the lead agency for this.  Ms. Payant 

can you please confirm if that is correct? 
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    NCA remains very interested in the process for your ongoing study and intends to be an active participant in  

the entire review process.  Ms. Payant, have you also included representatives from Zablocki VA Medical  

Center in your process? �


    Thank you for providing NCA with the opportunity to participate in your continuing process as it moves 

forward. 

Glenn 
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Mr. Madderom,  

Thank you for your comments on Draft Purpose and Need statement for the I-94 East-West corridor study.  I  

would like to ensure you that all your comments are being considered during development of design alternatives  

for the project.   

At this point of the study, we are preparing for our second round of Public Information Meetings (PIM#2) to be  

held on December 5 and 6.  During the PIM#2, we will be presenting a wide range of preliminary design  

concepts to the public for the first time.  The design concepts will include several options for the section of I-94  

through the cemetery. We would like to share some of the relevant options with you prior to December 5.  I will  

be contacting Mr. Alphaeus Richburg shortly in an effort to arrange for another meeting with you to discuss  

options that have been developed so far and obtain your preliminary input.  Please keep in mind that nothing  

should be considered final at this time - it is still very early in the process.   

You have also asked a couple of questions in your e-mail below. Just to confirm, FHWA and WisDOT are the  

lead agencies for this study. Also, regarding our contacts with Zablocki VA Medical Center - we had contacts  

with Mr. Gary J. Kunich, Public Affairs Officer of Milwaukee VA Medical Center earlier this year.  However,  

we haven’t heard from them recently. We are planning on contacting the Milwaukee VA Medical Center to  

check on their desired level of involvement in the project and to let them know about the upcoming PIM#2.  

Again, thank you for your comments and your participation in the project.   

Dobra Payant  

mailto:Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov
http:allis.wi.us
mailto:pdaniels@ci.west
mailto:Brian.Dranzik@milwcnty.com
mailto:Curran@nps.gov
mailto:Westlake.Kenneth@epa.gov
mailto:Anthony.D.Jernigan@usace.army.mil
mailto:mailto:Dobra.Payant@dot.wi.gov


     
     

         
             

             
              

               
              

 
    

  
  

 
  

   

 

 
  

 

 

 
  

  
  

   
 

    

   
 

   
 

 

 

From: Moran, Thomas (CFM) [mailto:Thomas.Moran2@va.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 6:12 PM 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT; Lynch, Jason - DOT 
Cc: Madderom, Glenn; Houterman, Christian; Leach, Sara Amy; Koerting, Thomas D.; Powers, Glenn 
(SES); Post, Jacqueline (CFM); Tyson, Patricia (Tish); Wright, Kimberly (SES); Schamel, Kathleen (CFM); 
Richburg, Alphaeus L.; Howard, Tom (NCA); Gemmell, James; Cryer, Matthew A.; McLain, James; Beller, 
Robert (SES); Walker, Brian E.; Ohman, Diana J. (SES); D'Amato, Sue; Mobley, Mark; Dantoin, Kenneth 
Subject: VA Review Comments - Draft Section 2, Alternatives Considered, for the I-94 East-West study 

Dobra Payant / Jason Lynch: 
The Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) thanks WisDOT for the opportunity to provide 
comments regarding the above noted proposed action. VA provides the following written 
public comments to the draft National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) document, Section 2, Alternatives Considered. 

Please note that all three VA Administrations, Veterans Health (VHA), National Cemetery 
(NCA), and Veterans Benefits (VBA) will be impacted by this proposed project. While their 
missions are obviously quite different, all would be impacted in several resource areas, 
specifically: transportation / traffic; visual / viewshed; cultural resources; and noise. In 
general, the probable impacts to the NCA cemetery are driven by its close proximity; while 
the probable impacts to the VHA Medical Center and the VBA Center are driven by traffic / 
transportation issues, having a markedly greater numbers of staff, volunteer personnel, 
Veterans (whether medical patients or benefits clients) and patient visitors. 

Based upon series of recent direct communications, VA understands the following: 

1. The likely option that will go forward in future iterations of this study is the stacked 

freeway. 
2. The existing Gen Mitchell on/off ramps are proposed to be eliminated under all remaining 

options. 
3. The narrowed list of Stadium interchange options still under consideration by WisDOT are 

shown by Exhibits 2-16 and 2-18 in the Draft document. All other interchange options that 
were included in this review package have been eliminated from consideration. 
4. None of the remaining roadway / interchange options still under consideration require 

WisDOT to request NCA property or relocate gravesites. All remaining options stay within 
DOT right of way. 

Based upon these proposed project understandings and general assessment presumed 
impacts thereof, VA provides the following NEPA comments: 

1. For a variety of reasons, including safety, evacuation, and traffic congestion, VA stresses 

the continued need for a North access route to VA campus to remain available. 
2. Due to transportation conflicts during use of Miller Field complex, VA stresses the 

continued need for this North access route to be independent of the Miller Field General 
Mitchell Blvd entrance/exit. 
3. Furthering these comments, if the current (Zablocki) bridge over I-94 is removed, a 

replacement bridge (such as shown in Exhibit 2-9, Alternative C-2) or segregated 
underpass for North / South access should be incorporated into the proposed project. 
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4. For any of the proposed project options which have some vertical element (ex. “All Up” 

and 
“Split Up/Down”) in the “Cemetery Segment”, VA has great concern regarding design of the 
sidewalls with respect to visual and/or noise impacts. VA encourages WisDOT to 
incorporate 
features such as full walls, decorative feature in/on sidewalls, use of vegetation, among 
others, to minimize noise and/or visual impacts. 
5. Modified S2 (Exhibit 2-16) provides for better segregation of Miller Field vs VA traffic than 

does Modified S3 (Exhibit 2-18), even though neither one of these alternatives allows for 
continues connection of Zablocki across I-94. 
6. Sidewalls for the proposed upper deck lanes should be high enough for minimization of 

noise 
and visual impacts. These sidewalls should also have similar treatment(s) as those outlined 
in 
Comment 4 above. 
7. A 3D sun study evaluation for each of the stacked freeway options should be 

accomplished to 
determine how much shade would be projected onto cemetery property, and therefore 
impacts to maintaining healthy turf in National Cemetery. 
8. Adequate signage needs to be maintained regarding access to VA Medical Center and 

National Cemetery in any scheme selected. 
9. Continuing formal historic consultation is required regarding this proposed project based 

upon the National Register status of both the National Cemetery and the Medical Center. 
VA looks forward to continuing these, and other, discussions and comment submittals 
regarding this 
important project for the transportation needs of the area. 

tanx, 

Thomas W. Moran, P.E. 
Environmental Engineer 
Department of Veterans Affairs
Construction Facilities Management 
425 I Street 
Washington, DC 20001 
202-632-5375 
202 -590-2330 BB 
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From: Payant, Dobra - DOT 
Sent: Friday, April 11, 2014 3:39 PM 
To: 'Madderom, Glenn'; 'Thomas.Moran2@va.gov' 
Cc: Lynch, Jason - DOT; Treazise, Michael - DOT; Webb, Charlie; Goldsworthy, Benjamin; DOT 

DTSD SE SEF I94EW Doc Control 
Subject: Response to VA comments on draft Section 2, Alternatives Considered, for I-94 East-West 

Corridor Study in Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin 

10602700-00712S-RDA25

Glenn and Tom,
�
As you requested during our last Cooperating and Participating Agency meeting in January, attached are the responses
�
to your comments (provided by Mr. Thomas Moran, see the second attachment below) on draft Section 2, Alternatives
�
Considered, of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).
�

140411 VA Section VA Sec 2 comments 2-23_Relocated_Mit2-19_Stadium_S3.54-12_Zablocki_Dr_RPIM_3-18d_Key_Ob 
2 response.p... w brackets.p... chell_Blvd_I... _v14.pdf econstructio... eservation Poi... 

Please let me know if you have any questions re. this response or would like to set up a meeting.
�
Thank you.
�
Dobra 


Dobrogniewa (Dobra) S. Payant, P.E. 

WisDOT SE Region 

I-94 East-West Study Team 

141 NW Barstow Street 

Waukesha, WI 53187-0798 

(414) 750-2677 

1 
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From: Moran, Thomas (CFM) [mailto:Thomas.Moran2@va.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2013 6:12 PM 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT; Lynch, Jason - DOT 
Cc: Madderom, Glenn; Houterman, Christian; Leach, Sara Amy; Koerting, Thomas D.; Powers, Glenn 
(SES); Post, Jacqueline (CFM); Tyson, Patricia (Tish); Wright, Kimberly (SES); Schamel, Kathleen (CFM); 
Richburg, Alphaeus L.; Howard, Tom (NCA); Gemmell, James; Cryer, Matthew A.; McLain, James; Beller, 
Robert (SES); Walker, Brian E.; Ohman, Diana J. (SES); D'Amato, Sue; Mobley, Mark; Dantoin, Kenneth 
Subject: VA Review Comments - Draft Section 2, Alternatives Considered, for the I-94 East-West study 

Dobra Payant / Jason Lynch:
 

The Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) thanks WisDOT for the opportunity to provide comments
 
regarding the above noted proposed action. VA provides the following written public comments to the 

draft National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) document,
 
Section 2, Alternatives Considered.
 

Please note that all three VA Administrations, Veterans Health (VHA), National Cemetery (NCA), and
 

Veterans Benefits (VBA) will be impacted by this proposed project. While their missions are obviously
 

quite different, all would be impacted in several resource areas, specifically: transportation / traffic;
 
visual / viewshed; cultural resources; and noise. In general, the probable impacts to the NCA cemetery
 

are driven by its close proximity; while the probable impacts to the VHA Medical Center and the VBA 

Center are driven by traffic / transportation issues, having a markedly greater numbers of staff,
 
volunteer personnel, Veterans (whether medical patients or benefits clients) and patient visitors.
 

Based upon series of recent direct communications, VA understands the following:
 

1.	 The likely option that will go forward in future iterations of this study is the stacked freeway. 

2.	 The existing Gen Mitchell on/off ramps are proposed to be eliminated under all remaining 
options. 

3.	 The narrowed list of Stadium interchange options still under consideration by WisDOT are 
shown by Exhibits 2-16 and 2-18 in the Draft document. All other interchange options that were 
included in this review package have been eliminated from consideration. 

4.	 None of the remaining roadway / interchange options still under consideration require WisDOT 
to request NCA property or relocate gravesites. All remaining options stay within DOT right of 
way. 

Based upon these proposed project understandings and general assessment presumed impacts thereof, 
VA provides the following NEPA comments: 

1.	 For a variety of reasons, including safety, evacuation, and traffic congestion, VA stresses the 
continued need for a North access route to VA campus to remain available. 

2.	 Due to transportation conflicts during use of Miller Field complex, VA stresses the continued 
need for this North access route to be independent of the Miller Field General Mitchell Blvd 
entrance/exit. 
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12 
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3.	 Furthering these comments, if the current (Zablocki) bridge over I-94 is removed, a replacement 
bridge (such as shown in Exhibit 2-9, Alternative C-2) or segregated underpass for North / South 
access should be incorporated into the proposed project. 

4.	 For any of the proposed project options which have some vertical element (ex. “All Up” and 
“Split Up/Down”) in the “Cemetery Segment”, VA has great concern regarding design of the 
sidewalls with respect to visual and/or noise impacts. VA encourages WisDOT to incorporate 
features such as full walls, decorative feature in/on sidewalls, use of vegetation, among others, 
to minimize noise and/or visual impacts. 

5.	 Modified S2 (Exhibit 2-16) provides for better segregation of Miller Field vs VA traffic than does 
Modified S3 (Exhibit 2-18), even though neither one of these alternatives allows for continues 
connection of Zablocki across I-94. 

6.	 Sidewalls for the proposed upper deck lanes should be high enough for minimization of noise 
and visual impacts. These sidewalls should also have similar treatment(s) as those outlined in 
Comment 4 above. 

7.	 A 3D sun study evaluation for each of the stacked freeway options should be accomplished to 
determine how much shade would be projected onto cemetery property, and therefore impacts 
to maintaining healthy turf in National Cemetery. 

8.	 Adequate signage needs to be maintained regarding access to VA Medical Center and National 
Cemetery in any scheme selected. 

9.	 Continuing formal historic consultation is required regarding this proposed project based upon 
the National Register status of both the National Cemetery and the Medical Center. 

VA looks forward to continuing these, and other, discussions and comment submittals regarding this 
important project for the transportation needs of the area. 

tanx, 

Thomas W. Moran, P.E. 
Environmental Engineer 

Department of Veterans Affairs 
Construction Facilities Management 

425 I Street
 
Washington, DC 20001
 

202-632-5375 

202-590-2330 BB
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Response to July 25, 2013 e-mail from the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) regarding Section 2, 

Alternatives Considered, of the I-94 East-West Corridor Study Draft EIS 

1.	 At this point in the study process, both the At-Grade alternative (formerly named Alternative C2) 

and the Double Deck alternative (formerly named Modified Alternative C5), either in the all up 

or partial down configuration, remain viable alternatives in the segment where I-94 passes 

between the Wood National Cemetery. No decision has been made on a preferred alternative 

for this area. 

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will not identify a preferred alternative. Both 

the At-Grade and Double Deck alternatives will be presented at the public hearing following the 

release of the Draft EIS in late-2014, allowing for additional agency and public input. Based on 

this input and additional evaluation of the alternatives, an alternative will be selected and that 

selection will be documented in the Final EIS. WisDOT and FHWA encourage comments 

throughout the study process regarding these alternatives. 

2.	 This statement is correct. Under both the At-Grade and Double Deck alternatives, the Mitchell 

Boulevard interchange will be removed. Mitchell Boulevard will continue to cross under I-94 as 

it does today. To replace the loss of access to and from I-94 at Mitchell Boulevard, a new service 

interchange will be built approximately 0.5 mile to the east of the existing Mitchell Boulevard 

interchange, near the Stadium Interchange. This new service interchange will be embedded 

within the reconstructed Stadium Interchange. The interchange ramps will connect to 44th 

Street and a new local road that will be built west of the Stadium Interchange (tentatively 

referred to as 46th Street). See attached Exhibit 2-23 for an overview of the new service 

interchange. 

3.	 The Single Point Interchange with Free Flow Ramps from I-94 alternative (formerly named 

Modified Alternative S3) is the only Stadium Interchange alternative that remains under 

consideration. Please see attached Exhibit 2-19. 

4.	 This statement is correct. No alternatives will acquire NCA property or relocate any graves. 

5.	 Under all alternatives, access routes to and from the VA Campus from the north will remain in 

place. 

Under the At-Grade alternative, Zablocki Drive and Mitchell Boulevard will remain in the same 

locations and continue to provide access to/from the VA Campus and Bluemound Road. Under 

both the All Up and Partial Down options of Double Deck alternative, Mitchell Boulevard would 

remain in its current location and Zablocki Drive would be routed immediately to the west of, 

but separate, from Mitchell Boulevard. Both roads will travel under I-94, with Zablocki Drive 

providing a connection to/from the VA Campus and Bluemound Road while Mitchell Boulevard 

would no longer provide access to the VA Campus. Please see attached Exhibit 4-12 and the 

following table for additional information regarding these alternatives. 
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Zablocki Drive Mitchell Blvd. 

At-Grade alternative Over I-94 in current location Under I-94 in current location 

Double Deck alternative 

All Up Under I-94 near Mitchell Blvd. Under I-94 in current location 

Partial Down Under I-94 near Mitchell Blvd. Under I-94 in current location 

6.	 Per previous VA requests, the Zablocki Drive connection to the VA Campus would remain 

separate from Mitchell Boulevard under every alternative. 

7.	 Under the At-Grade alternative, the existing Zablocki Drive bridge would be replaced by a longer 

bridge in the same location. The new bridge and the approach roadway on either side of the 

bridge would be higher and potentially wider to provide adequate clearance over I-94, which 

would be raised 3 to 5 feet under the At-Grade alternative. Under the Double Deck alternative, 

either the All Up or Partial Down options, Zablocki Drive would be moved and located 

immediately west of Mitchell Boulevard. North of I-94, Zablocki Drive would be separated from 

Mitchell Boulevard so that Miller Park game-day traffic would not conflict with VA traffic. 

Zablocki Drive would cross under I-94 next to Mitchell Boulevard. 

8.	 If the Double Deck alternative is selected as the preferred alternative, potential mitigation 

elements will be developed to mitigate the impacts to the VA Campus. Mitigation options 

include visual screening on the freeway that, as suggested previously by the VA, would 

potentially depict an image that fits the setting of the National Cemetery, and the use of 

trees/shrubs, where possible, to screen/diminish the size of the walls of the double deck 

freeway. 

Additionally, the side of the double deck freeway could be built so that it would be open, except 

for the concrete columns that would hold up the upper level. Those looking at the double deck 

freeway would be able to see and hear traffic on the lower level of the freeway. However, open 

sides would also allow views through the double deck to the other side of the cemetery from 

some, but not all, vantage points. The side of the double deck could also be constructed so that 

it is closed, meaning the side of the double deck would appear as a solid wall. Traffic on the 

lower level would not be visible from the cemetery, but there would be no views to the other 

side of the cemetery. Additionally, constructing the double deck with a solid wall requires the 

need for mechanical ventilation along the lower level to assist with air flow. WisDOT will work 

with the VA and the other Section 106 consulting parties to decide upon the best design for the 

walls of the double deck structure. See Exhibit 3-18d for an example of what the double deck 

options could look like near the Cemetery. 

Additional potential mitigation measures will be developed during project design. 

9.	 As noted in response #3, the Single Point Interchange with Free Flow Ramps from I-94 

alternative is the only Stadium Interchange alternative that remains under consideration. Access 

to and from the VA Campus via Zablocki Drive would remain via the existing Zablocki Drive 

location under At-Grade alternative or the new Zablocki Drive location under the Double Deck 

alternative. This allows for VA Campus traffic and Miller Park traffic to be segregated. Exhibit 2-
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19 showing the Single Point Interchange with Free Flow Ramps from I-94 alternative was revised 

to show the connection between the VA campus and Zablocki Drive. 

10. Please see response #8. 

11. A solar analysis was conducted in response to a VA request regarding the potential of areas 

north of the double-deck structure being in constant shade. The analysis looked at shading at 

two locations in the cemetery segment at both the summer solstice (usually June 21) and winter 

solstice (usually December 21). In the winter months, areas closest to the north side of I-94 may 

be shaded for the entire day. During the summer, there would be sunlight on most of the 

ground. A 0-10-foot strip of land, directly adjacent to I-94, would experience shading during a 

large portion of the day, but the area would see enough sun to continue growing. With the right 

seed mixture it would only need about two hours of sun per day in order to grow. WisDOT will 

continue to work with the VA Campus team to address the issue to the VA’s satisfaction. This 

includes developing a special grass seed mix (perhaps one that is 70%-80% fescue), in 

collaboration with VA, to have a grass that grows in shaded conditions. A short technical report 

regarding the project’s potential solar impact on Wood National Cemetery will be provided to 

the VA. WisDOT met with Al Richburg on February 21, 2014 to discuss this issue and will have 

continuing discussions. 

12. WisDOT will continue to coordinate with the VA regarding signage on I-94. 

13. WisDOT is meeting monthly with the Section 106 consulting parties, including the NCA, VA 

Medical Center, and VA HPO, to discuss the project and its potential impact on historic 

structures/districts, including the Northwestern Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer 

Soldiers National Historic Landmark and Soldiers’ Home National Register District. 
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From: Madderom, Glenn [mailto:Glenn.Madderom@va.gov]
 
Sent: Friday, April 25, 2014 4:02 PM
 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT; Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov
 
Cc: Houterman, Christian; Leach, Sara Amy; Powers, Glenn (SES); Tyson, Patricia (Tish); Wright, Kimberly (SES);
 
Howard, Tom (NCA); Gemmell, James; Cryer, Matthew A.; McLain, James D.; Elliott, Glenn (CFM); Moran, Thomas (CFM);
 
Hooker III, William E.; King, Wayne O.; Young, Peter; Schamel, Kathleen (CFM); Koerting, Thomas D.; Walker, Brian E.;
 
Beller, Robert (SES); Post, Jacqueline (CFM); Ohman, Diana J. (SES); D'Amato, Sue
 
Subject: VA/NCA Response Comments from 4/22/14 Section 106 meeting I-94 East-West Corridor Study, Milwaukee, WI
 

Ms. Payant/Ms. Bacher-Gresock; 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback and response comments as part of the April 22, 2014 Section 

106 consultation meeting for the I-94 East-West Corridor Study.  In response to your April 23, 2014 message 

below, here are VA and National Cemetery Administration (NCA) concerns about the I-94 study options that 

are currently being considered for both the “At Grade” and “Double Deck” highway options. 

1)  Noise study information that has been provided appears to indicate that noise levels will increase inside 

the national cemetery.  NCA considers that to be an adverse effect to Wood National Cemetery 

requiring mitigation.  As discussed during the meeting today potential solutions should be considered 

to mitigate additional noise, such as full enclosure of the lower deck to contain noise within the lower 

level, and inclusion of appropriately sized sound walls on the upper level to deflect noise away from the 

historic national cemetery grounds.  NCA also feels that our site falls under the noise criteria A and not 

C.  While WisDot guidance may categorize the site under C for being a cemetery, the definition under A 

is a direct match to that of Wood National Cemetery which is a national shrine historic property. 

2)  There are also many unanswered questions regarding the accuracy of the noise study depicting potential 

impacts to the property. Specifically where the field measurements were taken and the discrepancy in 

the document table depicting field measurements, modeled decibels, and the changes in those volumes. 

This is connected to the discussion of impacts to the character of the historic site under Section 106 and 

Section 4(f). 

3)  The graphic renderings provided to date indicate that proposed Double Deck highway options will 

divide the North portion of the national cemetery from the South portion with a visually overwhelming 

concrete structure.  NCA considers that to be an adverse effect to Wood National Cemetery  requiring 

mitigation.  As discussed during the meeting today, potential mitigation solutions should be considered 

to reduce the harsh and visually overwhelming appearance of the proposed highway structures, such as 

using decorative/textured concrete finishes, embossing/etching/forming patriotic or historic images into 

the exposed concrete sidewalls of the structure, or using other architectural methods to lessen the visual 

impact, etc. 

4)  NCA remains concerned about the potential for perpetual shading occurring onto historic national 

cemetery grounds/turf. This issue will require close attention as structure and sound wall heights are 

being considered to ensure that gravesites on either side of the I-94 highway are not being placed into 

1 
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perpetual shade environment. This concern relates to not only the operational aspects of the cemetery 

but also to the Historic Character of the cemetery. 

5)  The National Cemetery needs to be called out as a separate resource since it’s the parcel that will be 

affected by the options being studied.  Lumping it in with the NHL and NR district buries it within the 

greater Medical Center.  VA disagrees with a conditional no adverse effect (CNAE) for the “at grade” 

option.  VA was not even called out in the group that discussed this and made the CNAE.  Increasing 

traffic will have audible (despite the sound study) and visual effects to the closest graves which in VA’s 

opinion is an adverse effect.   For the “at grade” option, VA would request sound wall and/or other types 

of appropriate mitigation to reduce the increased visual and noise affects that would occur on the historic 

national shrine cemetery property. 

6)  The National Cemetery impacts fall under Section 4(f) for impacts related to Historic Properties as well 

as separately under Park/Recreational lands open to the public criteria. We feel that a 4(f) discussion 

needs to happen prior to a decision being made under Section 106 due to the fact that mitigation 

associated with all of the alternatives may also affect historic characteristics of the site.  As an example a 

sound wall to decrease noise impacts under 4(f) may be an adverse action regarding the “at grade” 

alternative. 

Thanks, Glenn 
Glenn Madderom 

Chief, Cemetery Development & Improvement Service 

National Cemetery Administration 

575 N. Pennsylvania St. Room 495 

Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Phone; 317-916-3797 

Cell; 317-409-1634 

From: Payant, Dobra - DOT [mailto:Dobra.Payant@dot.wi.gov]
 
Sent: Wednesday, April 23, 2014 1:29 PM
 
To: 'Michele_Curran@nps.gov'; Madderom, Glenn; 'Carlen.hatala@milwaukee.gov'; 'mjarosz@uwm.edu'; ''Melissa Cook';
 
'anthony.d.jernigan@usace.army.mil'; Leach, Sara Amy; Schamel, Kathleen (CFM); 'emerritt@savingplaces.org';
 
'dawnhmcc@gmail.com'; 'melizabethdaniels@gmail.com'; 'GScheurell@savingplaces.org'; Cryer, Matthew A.; Pulak,
 
Douglas D. (CFM); 'clegard@achp.gov'; 'Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov'; Kennedy, Jason - DOT; Becker, James -

DOT; Webb, Charlie; 'dkeene@arch-res.com'; 'jnvogel@hrltd.org'; Lynch, Jason - DOT; 'tem@tds.net'; Heimlich, Brad;
 
Kaurich, Tracy A - DOT (DTSD Consultant); 'dfugenschuh@milwaukeehistory.net'; Smith, Cameron E - DOT; Dole, Keegan
 
J - DOT; 'Brian Lusher'; 'Charlie.Webb@CH2M.com'; Madderom, Glenn; 'Hatala, Carlen'; 'MaryAnn.Naber@dot.gov';
 
'Michele Curran'; 'hazem.isawi@dot.gov'; 'Sara.Orton@CH2M.com'; Rohde, Andrew T - DOT; McKinney, Sean W - DOT;
 
Gates, Dylan P - DOT; Koerting, Thomas D.; Ohman, Diana J. (SES); 'champat@archmil.org'; 'whited@engr.wisc.edu';
 
'hkarsh@gmail.com'; Cook, Kimberly A - WHS; Draeger, Jim R - WHS; 'Dave Cleary'; Banker, Sherman J - WHS;
 
Livermore, Jacob J - DOT; 'Jernigan, Anthony D MVP'; 'Zachary.Bentzler@ch2m.com'; Goldsworthy, Benjamin; Bliesner,
 
Brian - DOT; Penkiunas, Daina J - WHS; Elliott, Glenn (CFM); 'Robert Curry'; Hooker III, William E.;
 
'jensustar@yahoo.com'; Janowski, William B.; Treazise, Michael - DOT; 'Tom.Pettit@CH2M.com'
 
Cc: 'Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov'; DOT DTSD SE SEF I94EW Doc Control
 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] April 22, 2014 - Section 106 consultation meeting for I-94 East-West study, Milwaukee, Wisconsin
 

As a follow-up to our consultation meeting, I’m forwarding an electronic copy of the FHWA Memorandum,
�
which Bethaney Bacher-Gresock/FHWA presented yesterday :
�
“FHWA Assessment of Adverse Effects for the I-94 East-West Corridor Project from 16

th 
St to 70

th 
St,
�

Milwaukee, WI (Project ID 1060-27-00)”
�
Please provide your comments on the assessment of effects presented in this memo to Bethaney Bacher-

Gresock/FHWA ( Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov ) by May 23, 2014.
�

Thank you for participating in the consultation process for our study.
�
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From: Payant, Dobra - DOT 
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 3:18 PM 
To: 'Madderom, Glenn' 
Cc: Elliott, Glenn (CFM); Schamel, Kathleen (CFM); Koerting, Thomas D.; Richburg, Alphaeus L.; 

Bliesner, Brian - DOT; Lynch, Jason - DOT; Treazise, Michael - DOT; Webb, Charlie; 
Goldsworthy, Benjamin 

Subject: RE: NCA Comments from 2/13/14 Meeting;  I-94 East-West Corridor Study - Purpose and 
Need section of DEIS 

Attachments: I-94 East-West Corridor Study, Milwaukee Co., Wisconsin; Noise Analysis within the Wood 
National Cemetery memorandum; 140221 VA Turf MEETING SUMMARY.PDF 

10602700-00764S-RDA06

Glenn, 

I apologize that it took us a while to respond to your e-mail dated February 14, 2014. Below under each request (letters 

a. through e.), you will find WisDOT/FHWA responses (in purple). FHWA will be responding to your letter dated April 4, 

2014 by separate cover. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions regarding information contain in this response.
�
Thank you.
�
Dobra Payant
�

From: Madderom, Glenn [mailto:Glenn.Madderom@va.gov] 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2014 1:40 PM 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT 
Cc: Elliott, Glenn (CFM); Schamel, Kathleen (CFM); Koerting, Thomas D.; Richburg, Alphaeus L. 
Subject: NCA Comments from 2/13/14 Meeting; I-94 East-West Corridor Study - Purpose and Need section of DEIS 

Dobra;  

Based on discussions from yesterday’s meeting, VA is requesting additional information from the DOT/FHWA  

team to evaluate the intensity of the impacts on VA’s properties to identify potential mitigation.  Here is a list  

of the information that is being requested by VA to evaluate those impacts:  

a. Noise study that includes modeling of the alternatives. 
The “Noise Analysis within the Wood National Cemetery” memorandum, dated April 4, 2014 was provided to the VA and all the 

Section 106 agencies in advance of the April 22, 2014 Section 106 meeting. Please see attached e-mail dated April 8, 2014. Due to 

numerous questions raised during our meeting on April 22, a separate teleconference will be scheduled within next couple of 

weeks to discuss the information contained in this noise memorandum. We are currently working on selecting a date/time for 

that conference call. 

b. The draft Section 4(f) document containing the evaluation of the impacts to the cemetery under each 

alternative. 
The Draft Section 4(f) evaluation is being developed and has not yet been completed. FHWA is considering the NCA’s request to 

be provided the Draft Section 4(f) for early review, i.e., prior to the 45-day comment period of the Draft EIS. (According to the 

most up-to-date project schedule, FHWA and WisDOT anticipate signing the Draft EIS and circulating it for public and agency review 

in November 2014.) 

c. A plan which depicts the shadowing effects that may be caused onto adjacent national cemetery grounds by 

each of the different alternatives.  
WisDOT has performed the sunlight/shadowing effect analysis for the cemetery section for the double deck all up alternative. A 

video showing how much of the north part of the cemetery would be covered by a shadow was presented to Al Richburg during a 

meeting held on February 21, 2014. Attached are minutes from that meeting. We have saved the video on a CD, which will be 

mailed to you shortly. 

d. A preliminary description on how the DOT will handle existing traffic to the cemetery and the disruption of 

cemetery operations associated with Zablocki Drive during construction. 

1 
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The plans for handling the traffic during construction, staging plans, will depend on the alternative selected. Such detailed staging 

plans will be developed later in the project, after the study phase is completed (i.e., after ROD). At this time, WisDOT commits 

that connection between the north and south sides of the cemetery will be maintained at all times during construction. WisDOT 

will coordinate with the VA on an acceptable solution before the staging plans are finalized. 

e. A description of how the proposed alternatives will interact with the realignment of the utilities such as the 

Power Transmission Tower. 
The alignment of the transmission towers near the cemetery will not be moving. The towers may move east and west of the 

cemeteries but will be staying where they are near the cemeteries. 

f. Any existing proposed mitigation measures associated with each alternative. 
No specific mitigation has been proposed at this time. Again, the specific mitigation will depend on the alternative selected. 

WisDOT will continue discussions with the VA and other consulting parties through the Section 106 process to obtain satisfactory 

mitigation for the project. WisDOT will continue working with the Wood National Cemetery staff to develop the plan for grass to 

grow in the shaded area north of the freeway in the event the double deck alternative is selected. 

Thanks, Glenn 
Glenn Madderom 

Chief, Cemetery Development & Improvement Service 

National Cemetery Administration 

575 N. Pennsylvania St. Room 495 

Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Phone; 317-916-3797 

Cell; 317-409-1634 

From: Madderom, Glenn 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2014 11:48 AM 
To: 'Payant, Dobra - DOT' 
Cc: Elliott, Glenn (CFM); Schamel, Kathleen (CFM); Koerting, Thomas D.; Richburg, Alphaeus L. 
Subject: RE: I-94 East-West Corridor Study - Purpose and Need section of DEIS 

Dobra;  

I wanted to let you know that NCA will have some written comments/questions from yesterday’s meeting that I  

will be submitting to you next week.  Thank you for hosting the informative meeting.  

Glenn  
Glenn Madderom 

Chief, Cemetery Development & Improvement Service 

National Cemetery Administration 

575 N. Pennsylvania St. Room 495 

Indianapolis, IN 46204 

Phone; 317-916-3797 

Cell; 317-409-1634 

From: Payant, Dobra - DOT [mailto:Dobra.Payant@dot.wi.gov]
 
Sent: Friday, February 14, 2014 11:43 AM
 
To: 'anthony.d.jernigan@usace.army.mil'; Richburg, Alphaeus L.; 'Michele_Curran@nps.gov'; Cryer, Matthew A.;
 
Madderom, Glenn; Thompson, Michael C - DNR; Hiebert, Christopher; 'clark.wantoch@milwcnty.gov';
 
'poole.elizabeth@epa.gov'; 'pdaniels@westalliswi.gov'; Wantoch, Clark; 'brian.dranzik@milwcnty.com'; Polenske, Jeff;
 
'chris.fornal@milwaukee.gov'; Gemmell, James; Moran, Thomas (CFM); Schamel, Kathleen (CFM)
 
Cc: 'Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov'; Kaurich, Tracy A - DOT (DTSD Consultant); Webb, Charlie; Lynch, Jason - DOT;
 
Goldsworthy, Benjamin; Heimlich, Brad; Treazise, Michael - DOT; Mary O'Brien; Rohde, Andrew T - DOT; Livermore,
 
Jacob J - DOT; Dole, Keegan J - DOT; McKinney, Sean W - DOT; Gates, Dylan P - DOT; 'Kreig.Larson@dot.gov'; Matson,
 
Kathleen; Bliesner, Brian - DOT
 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] I-94 East-West Corridor Study - Purpose and Need section of DEIS
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M E E T I N G  S U M M A R Y  

I-94 East West Corridor Study - Shading in Wood National 
Cemetery 

Al Richburg/VA -Wood National Andy Rohde/ WisDOT ATTENDEES: 
Cemetery Ben Goldsworthy/CH2M Hill 
Mike Treazise/ WisDOT Tom Kindschi/HNTB 

Jason Lynch/WisDOT COPY TO: 
Dobra Payant/WisDOT 

PREPARED BY: Ben Goldsworthy/CH2M HILL 
DATE: February 21, 2014 

Members of the I-94 East-West Corridor study team met with Al Richburg, Director of Wood National Cemetery, 
to discuss potential impacts to the cemetery grounds if the Double Deck All-Up or Partial Down alternative is 
selected as the preferred alternative through the cemetery segment. The meeting focused on the area of Wood 
National Cemetery located north of I-94. 

Ben Goldsworthy presented the results of a solar analysis showing how much of the north part of the cemetery 
would be covered by a shadow if the Double Deck All-Up alternative were selected. The roadway would be 
approximately 30 feet high and this represents the “worst-case scenario” in terms of shading in the cemetery. The 
Partial Down alternative would have shading impact on the cemetery grounds as well but the shading would be 
less. Ben showed an animation depicting what the shadows would look like throughout the day at four points 
during the year (Winter Solstice, Spring Equinox, Summer Solstice, Fall Equinox). During the summer, there would 
be sunlight on most of the ground. A 0-10-foot strip directly adjacent to I-94 would experience shading during a 
large portion of the day, but Tom noted the area would see enough sun to continue growing. With the right seed 
mixture it would only need about 2 hours of sun per day in order to grow. During the winter months, the shade 
could extend up to 250 feet in to the north part of the cemetery. 

Al noted the area north of I-94 is the home of a former lakebed. Based on looking at aerial photos, the group 
determined the lake was filled at some point in the late 1950’s. Based on this, the ground in that portion of the 
Cemetery is often sticky and wet. The entire northern section has a swampy feel. There is a need to reseed this 
area often in the summer because of the wet conditions and the ruts that occur as a result of mowing the area. Al 
noted it is tough to cut the area low, but it often takes up to two weeks for the area to dry out. Visitors are often 
concerned with the long grass and the ruts. 

Al was concerned about what would happen in this area if there is no sunlight. Al also noted that he is attempting 
to install a French drain in this area to assist with draining the area of water. Tom Kindschi noted that drain tile 
may work best to help drain this area. This would help with growing grass. A study would need to be conducted in 
order to determine where the water would drain to. Al noted the graves are 3 feet apart so there were only 
limited locations where the drain tiles could be placed. Tom noted there are shade tolerant grass mixes that could 
be used in this segment of the cemetery, but those type of seed mixtures need dry soil to grow. 

Al noted the existing grass in the area is some type of Kentucky Bluegrass. Tom stated that a mix with more fescue 
would be optimal for growth under the conditions described. Tom also noted that the grass would take about 2 
years to mature and probably would not look great the first year. 

Al noted that if the grass issues can be taken care of on the north side, the Wood National Cemetery would be 
more amenable to the All Up alternative. 
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Action Items: 

- Ben will provide Al with a copy of the Solar Study video shown during the meeting. 

- Al noted an issue with the retaining wall on the north side of the Zablocki Drive Bridge. WisDOT will look 
at their plans to see who has ownership of that wall. 

- Set up future meeting between Tom and the Cemetery’s turf experts to discuss potential mitigation issues 
on the north side of I-94. 

140221 VA TURF MEETING SUMMARY.DOCX 
SNT



   

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
     

  

   
    

 
   

     
    

      

 

   
 

 

 

   

  

     
  

    

       
       

      
       

      
  

 
 

 
   

   
    
   

 

   
    

Date: 

MEMORANDUM WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

DIVISION OF TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT 
SOUTHEAST REGIONAL OFFICE 

141 N.W. BARSTOW STREET 
P.O. BOX 798 

WAUKESHA, WI 53187-0798 
April 4, 2014 

To: Glenn Madderom/VA and Glenn Elliott/VA 

From: Jason Lynch/WisDOT and Dobra Payant/WisDOT 

Subject: Noise Analysis within the Wood National Cemetery 

10602700-00764S-RDA06

The purpose of this memorandum is to document how noise impacts were assessed within the Wood National 
Cemetery. The memorandum includes existing noise levels, modeled noise levels, and projected noise impacts. 

Existing Noise Levels 

Existing noise level measurements were conducted on June 13, 2013, at two locations in the Wood National 
Cemetery adjacent to the I-94 East-West Corridor. The measurements were made in accordance with FHWA 
guidelines using an integrating sound level analyzer meeting American National Standards Institute and 
International Electrical Commission Type 1 specifications. Noise measurements were conducted for a period of 20 
minutes at each site. Traffic counts were taken at each site, concurrent with the noise measurements. Table 1 
presents the data collected at the two measurement sites (field sites) within the Wood National Cemetery. The 
locations of the field sites are shown on Exhibit 3-22b (shown as FS-5 and FS-6). 

TABLE 1 
Measured Existing Noise Levels 

Site Description and Distance From Road 
Noise Level dBA 

Field Site Leq  (h) 

5 Wood National Cemetery, 35 feet north of Civil War Soldiers and Sailors monument. 65 

6 Wood National Cemetery, 200 feet north of I-94, west end of access road from Zablocki Dr. 63 

Existing Noise Levels versus Modeled Noise Levels 

The FHWA Traffic Noise Model® (TNM) Version 2.5 was used to model the field measurements, using traffic data 
counted during the measurements. WisDOT compared the field measurements to the output from TNM to assess 
the applicability of the model to the specific conditions in the study area. 

Comparing the modeled noise levels to the field-measured noise levels confirms the applicability of the computer 
model to this project. Traffic counts concurrent with the noise measurements were taken at the two field sites 
within the Wood National Cemetery. The traffic data from these two sites were used in the model. The modeled 
traffic counts at the two sites compared within ±3 dBA of the measured levels. This represents reasonable 
correlation since the human ear can barely distinguish a 3 dBA change in the Leq(1h) noise level in the urban 
environment. The site-by-site comparison is presented in Table 2. 
TABLE 2 
Comparison of Measured and Modeled Noise Levels 

Field Site 
Noise Level, dBA Leq Difference in Noise Level, dBA Leq (Modeled Noise Level

Minus Measured Noise Level) Measured Modeled 
5 65 67 2 
6 63 65 2 

Noise Impacts 

The determination of noise abatement measures and locations is within the framework of the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation’s, Facilities Development Manual, Chapter 23, Noise (FDM 23 Noise), effective July 
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28, 2011. FDM 23 Noise is WisDOT’s FHWA approved interpretation of 23 CFR Part 772. The noise level criteria for 
considering barriers abutting various land uses are presented in Table 3. The noise level descriptor used is the 
equivalent sound level, Leq(1h), defined as the steady state sound level which, in a stated time period (usually one 
hour) contains the same sound energy as the actual time-varying sound. 

Noise abatement measures will be considered when the predicted noise levels approach or exceed those values 
shown for the appropriate activity category in Table 3, or when the predicted traffic noise levels substantially 
exceed the existing noise levels. “Approach” is defined as being within 1 dBA less than the noise levels shown in 
Table 3. WisDOT has defined “substantially exceed” as an increase over existing noise levels of 15 decibels or 
more as being a noise impact. 

TABLE 3 
Noise Level Criteria for Considering Barriers 

Activity
Category 

Leq(h)
(dBA)a 

(Evaluation Criteria) Description of Land Use Category 

A 57 (Exterior) Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary significance and serve an important
public need and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to 
continue to serve its intended purpose. 

Bb 67 (Exterior) Residential. 

Cb 67 (Exterior) Active sport areas, amphitheaters, auditoriums, campgrounds, cemeteries, day care centers,
hospitals, libraries, medical facilities, parks, picnic areas, places of worship, playgrounds,
public meeting rooms, public or nonprofit institutional structures, radio studios, recording 
studios, recreation areas, Section 4(f) sites, schools, television studios, trails and trail
crossings. 

Dc 52 (Interior) 

schools, and television studios. 

Eb 72 (Exterior) Hotels, motels, offices, restaurants/bars, and other developed lands, properties or activities
not included in A-D or F. 

F — Agriculture, airports, bus yards, emergency services, industrial, logging, maintenance facilities,
manufacturing, mining, rail yards, retail facilities, shipyards, utilities (water resources, water
treatment, electrical), and warehousing. 

G — Undeveloped lands that are not permitted. 
a “Leq” means the equivalent steady-state sound level, which in a stated period of time contains the same acoustic energy as the 
time-varying sound level during the same period. For purposes of measuring or predicting noise levels, a receptor is assumed to be 
at ear height, located 5 feet above ground surface. "Leq(h)" means the hourly value of Leq. 
b Includes undeveloped lands permitted for this activity category or publicly-owned recreation lands formally designated in a public
agency’s master plan. 
c Use of interior noise levels shall be limited to situations where a determination has been made that exterior abatement measures 
will not be feasible and reasonable and after exhausting all outdoor mitigation options. 

Source: Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Facilities Development Manual, Chapter 23, Noise, Effective July 7, 2011. 

The noise analysis consisted of four locations within the Wood National Cemetery; two of which are the field sites 
and two of which are sites from the noise model. The location of the modeled sites (N49 and N50) and field sites 
(FS-5 and FS-6) are shown on Exhibit 3-22b. Tables 4A – 4C summarize the results of the model’s analysis for 
Alternative C2 (At-Grade), Alternative C5 (Double Deck-All Up), and Alternative C5 (Double Deck-Partial Down). 
The noise analysis was modeled using a fully-open lower level concept for Alternative C5 (Double Deck-All Up) and 
Alternative C5 (Double Deck-Partial Down). Under the fully-open lower level concept the noise levels along the 
double deck portion of I-94 would generally be higher than they would be with a fully-enclosed lower level 
concept or partially-enclosed lower level concept. A concept for the lower level portion of Alternative C5 (Double 
Deck-All Up) and Alternative C5 (Double Deck-Partial Down) has not yet been chosen for the project. 

Under the C2 (At-Grade) Alternative three of the four locations analyzed within the Wood National Cemetery 
would be impacted, and under both C5 (Double Deck – All Up) and C5 (Double Deck – Partial Down) Alternatives 
all four locations within the Wood National Cemetery would be impacted. It should be noted however, that under 
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the C2 (At-Grade) Alternative each of the three impacted sites is currently over the noise level criteria, and under 
both C5 (Double Deck – All Up) and C5 (Double Deck – Partial Down) Alternatives all four locations are currently 
over the noise level criteria. The model doesn’t project a noise increase of more than 3 dBA. As mentioned above, 
the human ear can barely distinguish a 3 dBA change in the Leq(1h) noise level in the urban environment. 
Mitigation for noise impacts will be discussed in the Draft EIS. 

TABLE 4A 
Traffic Noise Impacts: C2 (At-grade) 

C2 (At Grade), dBA Leq 

Noise Level Projected Future Difference in Future and 
Site Impact? (Yes/No) Criteria (NCL) Noise Levels Existing Noise Levels 

FS-5 67 69 1 Yes 

FS-6 67 61 -3 No 

N49 67 70 0 Yes 

N50 67 79 1 Yes 

TABLE 4B 
Traffic Noise Impacts: C5 (Double Deck—All Up) 

C5 (Double Deck All Up) , dBA Leq 

Noise Level Projected Future Difference in Future and 
Site Impact? (Yes/No) Criteria (NCL) Noise Levels Existing Noise Levels 

FS-5 67 71 3 Yes 

FS-6 67 70 0 Yes 

N49 67 71 1 Yes 

N50 67 78 0 Yes 

TABLE 4C 
Traffic Noise Impacts: C5 (Double Deck—Partial Down) 

C5 (Double Deck Partial Down), dBA Leq 

Noise Level Projected Future Difference in Future and 
Site Impact? (Yes/No) Criteria (NCL) Noise Levels Existing Noise Levels 

FS-5 67 71 3 Yes 

FS-6 67 70 0 Yes 

N49 67 71 1 Yes 

N50 67 78 0 Yes 
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DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS  
Office of Construction & Facilities Management  

Washington DC 20420  

June 4, 2014 

Bethaney Bacher-Gresock 
Major Projects – Environmental Lead 
FHWA Wisconsin Division Office 
525 Junction Road, Suite 8000 
Madison, WI 53717 

Re:  I-94 Expansion and Wood National Cemetery, Milwaukee, WI 
Section 106 Comments 

Dear Mrs. Bacher-Gresock, 

The National Cemetery Administration (NCA) appreciates the opportunity to partake in the 
Section 106 discussions regarding the expansion of I-94 in Milwaukee. NCA is specifically 
concerned with the following issues associated with the proposed improvements. 

•	 Wood National Cemetery Noise Categorization 
Wood National Cemetery is identified in the noise study as a Category C. NCA requests 
that Wood National Cemetery fall under Category A. NCA feels the definition, “Lands on 
which serenity and quiet are extraordinary significance and serve an important public 
need and where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the area is to continue 
to serve its intended purpose,” specifically describe the National Cemetery and National 
Shrine setting. 

•	 Noise associated with the alternatives 
The noise study information that has been provided appears to indicate that noise levels 
will increase inside the national cemetery. NCA considers that to be an adverse effect to 
Wood National Cemetery requiring mitigation. NCA would like to see additional noise 
sampling performed at the locations that were developed in the TNM 2.5 model. NCA 
would appreciate the additional sampling be compared with the modeled results and 
provide to NCA 

•	 Shading associated with the “all up design” 
NCA remains concerned about the potential for perpetual shading occurring onto historic 
national cemetery grounds/turf. This issue will require close attention as structure and 
sound wall heights are being considered to ensure that gravesites on either side of the I-
94 highway are not being placed into perpetual shade environment. This concern relates 
to not only the operational aspects of the cemetery but also to the Historic Character of 
the cemetery 

•	 Comment regarding “at grade” option 
VA disagrees with a conditional no adverse effect (CNAE) for the “at grade” option. VA 
was not even called out in the group that discussed this and made the CNAE. 
Increasing traffic will have audible (despite the sound study) and visual effects to the 
closest graves which in VA’s opinion is an adverse effect. 

•	 Potential Mitigation 

D-32  



               
                
             

              
                 
   

     
               

              
         

  
              

         
             

    

  
            

              
               
              

              
            

             
            

                
               

           

 

   
      

    

 

NCA feels that a noise wall is warranted along the entire boundary of Wood National 
Cemetery which may include an interpretive design that is in context with the setting. It is 
requested that all alternatives include this attribute. Specifically with the all up design 
NCA recommends fully enclosing the lower deck. This may also create a design element 
that will need to be evaluated under Section 106, NCA feels there is a critical nexus here 
with Section 4(f). 

•	 Separate Identification of Wood National Cemetery 
The National Cemetery needs to be called out as a separate resource since it will be 
directly affected by the options being studied. In the study separating out the Medical 
Center from the National Cemetery would help to clarify impacts. 

•	 Additional Study Requested 
NCA would like to see a vibration study performed. The proximity of the headstones to 
the proposed highway improvements raises concern that vibrations could cause 
alignment issues. Alignment of the headstones stones is a key element to the visual 
setting of a National Cemetery. 

•	 Section 4(f) Interaction 
The National Cemetery impacts fall under Section 4(f) for impacts related to Historic 
Properties as well as separately under Park lands open to the public criteria. We feel 
that a 4(f) discussion needs to happen prior to a decision being made under Section 106 
due to the fact that mitigation associated with all of the alternatives may also affect 
historic characteristics of the site. As an example a sound wall to decrease noise 
impacts under 4(f) may be an adverse action regarding the “at grade” alternative. 

NCA request these comments as well as the comments from previous communications be 
combined for the discussion of Section 106 impacts. Those previous communications include 
the March 13, 2013 letter and the April 25, 2014 email from Glenn Madderom. Again NCA 
appreciates the opportunity to provide our concerns early in this process and looks forward to 
our continued partnership on this and other FHWA funded projects. 

Respectfully, 

Glenn Madderom 
Chief, Cemetery Development & Improvement Service 
VA National Cemetery Administration 
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From: Madderom, Glenn [mailto:Glenn.Madderom@va.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 10:17 AM 
To: Payant, Dobra ‐ DOT; Bethaney.Bacher‐Gresock@dot.gov 
Cc: Lynch, Jason ‐ DOT; Becker, James ‐ DOT; Webb, Charlie/MKE; Elliott, Glenn (CFM); Koerting, Thomas 
D.; Janowski, William B.; Callahan, Amerophan 
Subject: NCA formal comments‐ 10/2/14 Site Meeting between VA, WisDOT, and FHWA 

Dobra and Bethaney; 
We enjoyed the opportunity to meet with you onsite at Wood National Cemetery on 10/2/14, and 
wanted to formally summarize VA review comments from that meeting for WisDOT and FHWA 
to include in the Study. As discussed during our site meeting, Wood National Cemetery actively 
serves the veteran community throughout the year, typically performing over 150+ burials 
annually along with accommodating many other veteran ceremonial activities throughout the 
year, many of which occur in the historical main flagpole assembly area located very close to, 
and within sound/sight of, Interstate I-94. Based on our field review of both the At Grade 
Alternative and Double Deck All Up graphic renderings from the Study versus the existing field 
observed conditions, NCA hereby submits the following review comments pertaining to both 
potential Alternatives; 

Exhibit 3-24 showing At Grade Alternative graphic rendering versus existing field observed 
conditions; 

a.	 Widening I-94 to 4 lanes in each direction will increase the existing adverse effect that I-
94 currently has on Wood National Cemetery.  Noise on the national cemetery grounds 
will be increased on both the North and South sides of I-94 from current 
conditions. Additionally the widened I-94 traffic flow will increase the visual adverse 
effect of the vehicular traffic distraction to cemetery visitors. 

b.	 The additional noise and visual distraction from the widened I-94 traffic lanes will be 
dramatically increased in vicinity of the national cemetery main flagpole area where 
ceremonial activities typically occur on a regular basis- the main flagpole area serves as a 
focal point to the veteran community.  This increased adverse effect will also be 
substantially noticeable at many of the cemetery areas that receive high visitation such as 
the Memorial Marker section, the KIA burial section, and at the park bench seating area 
of the cemetery currently used by public visitors for solitude and reflection. 

c.	 The At Grade widening of I-94 with appropriate mitigation efforts could allow visual 
connectivity and context to be maintained between the North and South sides of the 
national cemetery grounds.  As discussed during the onsite meeting, one potential 
mitigation idea to the increased audio and visual adverse effects of the At Grade 
Alternative would be placement of sound barrier walls along both sides of the widened I-
94 lanes. Barrier walls of appropriate heights have potential to reduce distracting views 
of the increased vehicular traffic from within the national cemetery, and reduce increased 
noise levels transmitting into the national cemetery, while still maintaining the visual 
historical context and connectivity between the North and South sides of the national 
cemetery. 

d.	 The At Grade widening of I-94 alternative without inclusion of appropriate engineered 
noise and visual mitigation measures would not be acceptable to VA due to the increased 
adverse effects on the historical national shrine cemetery grounds caused by that 
Alternative. 
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Exhibit 3-23d and 3-23f showing Double Deck All Up Alternative graphic renderings (North and 
South sides of I-94) versus existing field observed conditions; 

e.	 The Double Deck All Up alternative will greatly increase the existing adverse effect that 
I-94 currently has on Wood National Cemetery. 
NOISE: Because the existing I-94 lanes currently traverse through a low point valley 
between the North and South sides of the national cemetery, NCA strongly believes that 
noise levels will be dramatically increased on both the North and South sides of I-94 
above current sound conditions as the increased traffic in both directions are raised to 
higher elevations that are much more visually exposed to the national cemetery grounds. 
VISUAL: The existing I-94 lanes currently traverse through a low point valley between 
the North and South sides of the national cemetery.  The Double Deck All Up structure 
will raise that traffic to higher elevations and greatly increase the amount of visual 
adverse effect and distraction to national cemetery visitors. Additionally, the I-94 visual 
imposition will be greatly increased and will have an impact substantially farther back 
into the national cemetery grounds, adversely affecting a much larger portion of the 
national cemetery grounds than currently exists today. 

f.	 The additional noise and visual distraction from the Double Deck All Up alternative will 
be dramatically increased in vicinity of the national cemetery main flagpole area where 
ceremonial activities typically occur- the main flagpole area serves as a focal point to the 
veteran community. The increased adverse effects will also be substantially more 
noticeable at the surrounding Memorial Marker section, the KIA burial section, the park 
bench area of the cemetery currently used by public visitors for solitude and reflection, 
and traversing for several thousand feet farther southward across national cemetery burial 
sections from where the existing I-94 valley currently exists today. 

g.	 The Double Deck All Up alternative will eliminate the visual connectivity and context 
between the North and South sides of the national cemetery grounds.  Due to proposed 
double deck structure elevation and existing cemetery grade issues, leaving the sides of 
the lower traffic deck open as depicted in Exhibit 3-23d and 3-23f does not necessarily 
maintain visual connectivity between the North and South sides of the national cemetery, 
and would most certainly create unacceptable noise and visual traffic distraction adverse 
effects to the extensive public areas within the national cemetery grounds. 

h.	 As discussed during the onsite meeting, a number of potential mitigation concepts and 
ideas have potential to reduce sound and visual adverse effects from the Double Deck All 
Up alternative.  For example, solid full wall enclosures of portions of the lower traffic 
deck in certain areas where it passes E-W through the cemetery, combined with clear 
panel sound walls in some areas to maintain vehicle views into cemetery, have potential 
to reduce adverse noise and visual effects on the historic national cemetery 
grounds. Creation of wider spanning clear panel sound wall view windows in certain 
areas could also have potential to maintain at least a portion of the visual historical 
context and connectivity between the North and South sides of the national 
cemetery.  Including extended height sidewalls on the upper deck has potential to 
mitigate unacceptable views of the elevated vehicular traffic from within extended areas 
of the national cemetery grounds, while at same time also reducing traffic noise levels. 



   
           

     
           

     
    

     

i.	 The Double Deck All Up alternative for I-94 without inclusion of appropriate engineered 
noise and visual mitigations would not be acceptable to VA due to the increased adverse 
effects on the historical national cemetery grounds caused by that Alternative. 

Thanks, Glenn 
Glenn Madderom 
Chief, Cemetery Development & Improvement Service 
National Cemetery Administration 
575 N. Pennsylvania St. Room 495 
Indianapolis, IN 46204 
Phone; 317‐916‐3797 
Cell; 317‐409‐1634 



 

  
 

 
  

                                   
                                 

                           
                               

                                   
                             

                               
   

                                 
                                   
                             
                                   

                                 
                                           

                                       
       

                                 
                               

                     

                                     
                             
                                     
                                   
                             

 

                                   
     

                           
                     

                                 
                                 
                                   

                 

               

   
         

     
         

     
 

From: dwight.mccomb@dot.gov [mailto:dwight.mccomb@dot.gov] 
Sent: Friday, August 16, 2013 8:37 AM 
To: Trainer, Patricia - DOT; leslie.michael@epa.gov; christopher.bertch@dot.gov 
Cc: Hiebert, Christopher; Yunker, Ken; Bangert, Suzanne A - DNR; Sponseller, Bart A - DNR; Hoch, Joseph A - 
DNR; Thompson, Michael C - DNR; Friedlander, Michael - DNR; McMullen, Peter T - DNR; Laude, Bryan T - DNR; 
Johnson, Dewayne - DOT; Nguyen, David - DOT; Berghammer, Donald - DOT; Glaze, John - DOT; Siebert, David R 
- DNR; Burkel, Rebecca - DOT; Waldschmidt, Jay - DOT; Poirier, George; Blankenship, Tracey 
Subject: RE: Fine Particulate Matter Hot-spot Analysis Requirements for the proposed I-94 Project 

FHWA’s opinion regarding the conclusion in the I‐94 PM2.5 Hot Spot White Paper is based on the limited 
conceptual project information available early in the NEPA process as presented in this analysis. When the major 
design features that significantly impact PM2.5 concentrations have been established for the project alternatives 
this analysis should be reviewed and updated through the interagency consultation process to support a final 
determination as to whether this is a project of local air quality concern. This analysis and any ultimate 
determination is only for purposes of addressing transportation air quality conformity requirements under 40 CFR 
Part 93. The environmental process may identify project impacts that otherwise warrant a quantitative PM2.5 hot 
spot analysis. 

Based on the information and analysis presented it is FHWA’s opinion that the I‐94 East‐West Corridor Project 
would not be a project of local air quality concern for purposes of project level transportation conformity. For 
highway expansion projects, 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1)(i) and the EPA PM quantitative hot spot analysis guidance 
establish the significance of the relative increase in the number of diesel trucks between the build and no‐build 
alternatives as the primary factor to be considered in determining whether a quantitative analysis is needed. The 
forecast relative increase in diesel trucks in the year the project is open to traffic (2025) is up to 1,012 vehicles and 
in the horizon year (2040) up to 1,373 vehicles. Factors that lead FHWA to conclude that these increases are not 
significant include the following: 

	 Within the area of impact land use is well established with little undeveloped area. The project build concept 
does not identify new points of access to the Interstate System that could otherwise promote land use 
development and diesel truck percentages different from that under the no‐build scenario. 

	 The build alternative will result in a higher level of service on I‐94, associated with more steady state flow. The 
traffic distribution analysis demonstrates that the projected traffic increase on I‐94 under the build scenario is 
largely due to trips shifting from the nearby arterial street network to the freeway system. This shift is likely to 
result in a higher level of service and more efficient movement on the arterial street network as well. Steady‐
state flow with higher speeds and less accelerating, decelerating, braking and idling is associated with lower 
emission rates. 

 The declining trend in diesel emission rate over the analysis period far exceeds the rate of growth in diesel 
vehicles over the period. 

 Monitored PM2.5 emissions in the project area demonstrate a consistent downward trend over the past 
seven years to a point well below the current 24‐hour PM2.5 NAAQS. 

We greatly appreciate the efforts of WisDOT, WDNR and SEWRPC staffs in compiling this analysis, especially given 
lack of precedent. We also recognize the high value that the interagency consultation process provided in guiding 
this complex effort to a solid conclusion. This project is a great illustration of why the interagency consultation 
process exists and why the process should be trusted. 

Please contact me should you have any questions. 

Dwight McComb 
Systems Planning & Performance Manager 
FHWA Wisconsin Division 
525 Junction Rd, Suite 8000 
Madison, WI 53717 
608.829.7518 
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From: Becker, James - DOT 
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2013 9:06 AM 
To: 'Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov' 
Cc: 'Melissa Cook'; Payant, Dobra - DOT; Cooper, Carrie - DOT; Becker, James - DOT; Cloud, Lynn - DOT; Kennedy, 
Jason - DOT 
Subject: FW: 1060-27-00, Soldiers' Home Reef National Historic Landmark 

FHWA (Bethaney), 

A couple of weeks ago WisDOT-CR received this email notice from the FCP-THPO (Melissa Cook) regarding section 106 

efforts for WisDOT project 1060-27-00. I’m forwarding to you and the project team (cc’d on this email) for advisory as 

appropriate, and with the understanding FHWA/WisDOT will keep the FCP-THPO advised of any impacts to cultural 

properties (especially human remains/burials) associated with this project. 

Dobra/Carrie, if either of you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Regards, 

Jim 

From: Melissa Cook [mailto:Melissa.Cook@fcpotawatomi-nsn.gov] 
Sent: Monday, February 04, 2013 9:03 AM 
To: Becker, James - DOT 
Subject: RE: 1060-27-00, Soldiers' Home Reef National Historic Landmark 

Dear Jim, 

After consulting with FCPC tribal experts and knowledge holders, regarding the Soldiers Home Reef and VA Cemetery, 

and project 1060-27-00 and its potential impacts to these NHLs, the following information I can share with you: 

1.	� As this project will occur within Potawatomi ancestral and previously occupied lands, which includes the area 

of the reef, we will express our concerns with any impacts to known and unknown historic and cultural 

properties and human remains located with project area. 

2.	� The VA cemetery does hold Forest County Potawatomi Community tribal members, hence any potential impact 

to the VA Cemetery or gravesites of these tribal members would bring forth NAGPRA. 

Please let me know if this is the information you are looking for. And let me know if you need further information. 

Thank you 

1 
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Melissa Cook
 

From: Becker, James - DOT [mailto:James.Becker@dot.wi.gov] 
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 2:27 PM 
To: Melissa Cook 
Cc: 'Bill L. Quackenbush' 
Subject: FW: 1060-27-00, Soldiers' Home Reef National Historic Landmark 

Ms. Cook (FCP – THPO), 

Last week I forwarded this email onto Mr. Quackenbush (HCN-THPO), and when I called him to discuss he advised that I 

should provide you a copy of this information for your records/advisement, and follow-up with call if you’d prefer. 

Basically, I forwarded this information on because the NRHP Registration form has Native American reference in the 

document. As follows: ( page 4: .. and Native American archaeological sites. (footnote: 2) which footnote 2 states: 

Personal communication with Donald G. Mikulic and Joanne Klussendorf, December 11, 1990.) Additionally, this site (the 

reef) is a NHL (national historic landmark) within another NHL (the VA Cemetery). **note** in addition to Section 106, a 

NHL has NHPA section 110 considerations as well. 

**Special Note** This project is very early in the environmental process, and a final determination as to whether this 

project will move ahead has not yet been determined. We (the department) are just collecting whatever information is 

available regarding potential project impacts. 

This is one of Governor Walker’s TPC (Transportation Project Commission) project’s. More information about the TPC 

and the selected projects can be found here: 

http://walker.wi.gov/Default.aspx?Page=88e401e5-1401-41df-b8c3-4337c6be2c09 

Melissa, I hope this information is helpful, if you have any questions, or my information above doesn’t make sense, 

please let me know and I’ll call you to go over the details. 

Regards, 

Jim 

From: Becker, James - DOT 
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2012 1:58 PM 

2 
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10602701-00341R-RDA25
To: 'Bill L. Quackenbush'
 
Subject: FW: 1060-27-00, Soldiers' Home Reef National Historic Landmark
 

From: Hamilton, Kelly E - WHS 
Sent: Wednesday, September 12, 2012 6:54 PM 
To: Becker, James - DOT 
Subject: 1060-27-00, Soldiers' Home Reef National Historic Landmark 

WisDOT project ID: 1060-27-00 
IH-94 E-W Expressway: Marquette Interchange- Zoo Interchange; IH 43- 70th St 
Milwaukee County 

Jim, 

As requested, MAP has researched the Soldiers' Home Reef National Historic Landmark (Reef) boundary. As you know, 
the Reef is included within another National Historic Landmark - Northwestern Branch, National Home for Disabled 
Volunteer Soldiers (Home).  The Reef is considered to be a feature of the greater designed landscape of the Home, and 
the Reef is considered to form a natural northeast boundary for the Home historic property.   The entire Reef historic 
property is within the Home’s historic property boundary.   The verbal boundary description for the Home clearly states: 

“The boundary for the south portion of the district begins at a point on the south edge of the 
right-of-way of Interstate Highway 94 and the northwest corner of the Clement J. Zablocki 
Veterans Affairs Medical Center, abutting the property of the Spring Hill Cemetery. The line 
then proceeds east along the southern edge of the right-of-way of Interstate Highway 94 on 
the property line of the Veterans Affairs Medical Center to the westerly curbline of General 
Mitchell Boulevard, then follows the base of the Soldiers Home Reef bluff on the property 
line between the Miller Park grounds and the Veterans Affairs Medical Center, to the 
intersection with the northerly railroad right-of-way of the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & 
Pacific Railroad and the westerly right-of-way of Highway 41.” (see page 45 of the NHL form) 

The Reef also is entirely within the NW Branch, National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers Historic District (District).  
The Reef is considered to be a contributing resource of the District, and it is considered to form a portion of the eastern 
boundary for the District historic property.   The verbal boundary description for the District clearly states: 

“The boundaries for the south portion of the historic district begin at the intersection of the 
westerly curbline of Story Parkway and the southern edge of the right-of-way of Interstate 
Highway 94, proceeding along the base of the bluff on the property line between the Miller 
Park grounds and the Veterans Affairs Medical Center to the intersection with the northerly 
railroad right-of-way of the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul & Pacific Railroad and the westerly 
right-of-way of Highway 41.” (see Section 10 page 67 of the NRHP form) 

Attached please find the following documents: 

•	 Soldiers' Home Reef National Historic Landmark nomination form with maps and photographs; 

•	 Approximate NHL boundary on Google Maps (adapted from Figure 5 in the revised research summary of August 
23, 2012); 

•	 Approximate NHL boundary on an aerial photograph obtained from the Milwaukee County Interactive Mapping 
Service (GIS); and 

•	 Close-up view of approximate NHL boundary on an aerial photograph obtained from the Milwaukee County 
Interactive Mapping Service (GIS) - this photograph also depicts topographic contour lines. 

I hope this information is helpful.  On a related note, I would like to thank Daina Penkiunas of the WHS Division of Historic 
Preservation-Public History who quickly provided a copy of the NHL nomination form.  She believes this form to be a final 
version.  

Regards, 
Kelly Hamilton 
Museum Archaeology Program director 
Wisconsin Historical Society 
816 State Street 
Madison, WI  53706-1482 
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From: Larry Balber [mailto:lbalber@redcliff-nsn.gov] 
Sent: Monday, May 20, 2013 3:23 PM 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT 
Subject: RE: Continued Section 106 Coordination, I-94 East-West Corridor Study, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

Dear Dobra Payant,  
Thank you for providing the information on the proposed project.  Please be advised that the Red Cliff Tribe has no  
interest in this project and wish you well in your endeavor.  
Regards,  
Larry Balber  
THPO  

From: Payant, Dobra - DOT [mailto:Dobra.Payant@dot.wi.gov]
 
Sent: Friday, May 17, 2013 2:45 PM
 
To: 'lbalber@redcliff-nsn.gov'
 
Cc: Burkel, Rebecca - DOT; Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov; Waldschmidt, Jay - DOT; Becker, James - DOT;
 
Heimlich, Brad; Lynch, Jason - DOT; Webb, Charlie; 'Mary O'Brien'
 
Subject: Continued Section 106 Coordination, I-94 East-West Corridor Study, Milwaukee, Wisconsin
 

Dear Mr. Balber, 

In a continued effort to coordinate and seek participation in the project development process, Section 106 coordination, the 

Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration, are requesting any 

comments your tribe wishes to share regarding potential impacts to historic properties (which may include archaeological sites, 

burial sites, traditional cultural properties, historic buildings/structures) and/or culturally sensitive areas. We recognize the 

challenges inherent in consulting with geographically dispersed parties with varying work schedules and travel options. To foster 

and maintain communication through the consultation process, alternatives to in-person, government-to-government meetings will 

be made upon request. Alternative consultation/coordination arrangements may include, but are not limited to, tele-conferencing, 

video-conferencing, and sharing/exchange of information via email or standard mail. Comments and/or requests for additional 

information may be directed to any of the following representatives: 

FHWA WisDOT Cultural Resources WisDOT Region 

Bethaney Bacher-Gresock 

Wisconsin Division 

525 Junction Road, Suite 8000 

Madison, Wisconsin 53717 

Phone (608) 662-2119 

Email: 

Bethaney.Bacher-Gresock@dot.gov 

James J. Becker III 

WisDOT BTS – Cultural Resources 

4802 Sheboygan Ave. 

P.O. Box 7965 

Madison, WI 53707-7965 

Phone 608-261-0137 

Email James.Becker@dot.wi.gov 

Jason Lynch, Project Manager 

WisDOT SE Region 

141 N.W. Barstow Street, P.O. Box 798 

Waukesha, WI 53187-0798 

Phone (414) 750-0538 

Jason.Lynch@dot.wi.gov 

Additional Background reference information: 

1 
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10602701-00508R-RDA25

•	 In August of 2012, a project notification letter of this undertaking was sent to your tribe requesting comments, and  

participation as a consulting party (enclosed)  

•	 In October 2012; WisDOT (Ms. Carrie Cooper) provided a project overview and addressed questions at the WisDOT/THPO 

meeting held in Bad River. 

•	 Most recently, a meeting was held on April 12, 2013 to provide an update on project status. (Meeting minutes were sent 

separately). 

Project Information: 

The Department is currently preparing an EIS (Environmental Impact Statement) for the I-94 East-West Corridor located in central 

Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. The study includes 2.85 miles of the Interstate 94 (I-94) freeway from 70th Street to 25th Street (see 

attached project location map). This undertaking will consist of reconstruction of the freeway within the project limits to address the 

deteriorated condition of the pavement and bridges, outdated roadway and bridge design, current and future traffic demand, and 

high crash rates. The project includes range of design alternatives from replace-in-kind to those that provide additional capacity on I-

94 and are reconfiguring existing interchanges at 70th-68th Street, Hawley Road, Mitchell Boulevard, US 41/341 (Stadium 

Interchange), 35th Street, and 25th Street. 

Additional information is also available on the project website: http://dot.wisconsin.gov/projects/seregion/94stadiumint/index.htm 

Sincerely,
­

Jason Lynch, P.E.
­
WisDOT Project Manager
­

CC:	­ Rebecca Burkel, WisDOT Bureau of Technical Services 

Bethaney Bacher-Gresock, Environmental Major Projects Manager, FHWA Wisconsin Division 

Jay Waldschmidt, P.E., WisDOT Bureau of Technical Services
­
James J. Becker III, WisDOT Bureau of Technical Services – Cultural Resources
­
Brad Heimlich, P.E., Consultant Project Manager, CH2MHILL
­

Attachments: Project Location Map 

August 2012 Coordination letter 

Dobrogniewa (Dobra) S. Payant, P.E. 

WisDOT Deputy Project Manager 
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From: Thompson, Michael C - DNR [mailto:MichaelC.Thompson@Wisconsin.gov]
 
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2012 4:22 PM
 
To: Lynch, Jason - DOT
 
Cc: Webb, Charlie/MKE
 
Subject: DNR accepts invitation to be a cooperating agency for WisDOT 1060-27-00, environmental review process
 
for
 
the I-94 East-West Corridor Study, Milwaukee Co.
 

Jason,
 
The Department accepts your invitation to be a cooperating agency in the environmental review process for the I-94 

East-West
 
Corridor Study, Milwaukee Co.
 
I look forward to working with you on the project.
 

Thanks,
 
Mike
 
Michael C. Thompson
 
Team Supervisor 
Environmental Analysis & Review Program - Northeast and Southeast Regions 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 

(_) cell phone: (414) 303-3408 
(_) e-mail: michaelc.thompson@wisconsin.gov 
Website: dnr.wi.gov 
Find us on Facebook: www.facebook.com/WIDNR 

D-41
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From: Payant, Dobra - DOT 
Sent: Monday, September 17, 2012 4:38 PM 
To: Thompson, Michael C - DNR 
Cc: Lynch, Jason - DOT; Barth, Tony - DOT; Waldschmidt, Jay - DOT; Lee, Scott - DOT; Webb, 

Charlie; DOT DTSD SE SEF I94EW Doc Control 
Subject: WisDOT response to DNR-identified coordination items for I94 EW study 

10602701-00045S-RDA25

Hi Mike,
	
Thank you for your comments regarding the I94 East-West corridor study.
	
Attached you will find our response to the coordination items that you identified below.
	

120917 resp to 
DNR comment e-m... 

I’m looking forward to our continued communication during the project.
	
Thank you for meeting with me.
	
Dobra 


Dobrogniewa (Dobra) S. Payant, P.E. 

DTSD SE Region 

141 N W Barstow Street 

Waukesha, WI 53187-0798 

(414) 750-2677 

From: Thompson, Michael C - DNR 
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2012 9:55 AM 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT 
Cc: McMullen, Peter T - DNR; Hartsook, Bryan D - DNR; Ritchie, Jim M - DNR; Cook, Melissa A - DNR 
Subject: Thanks 

Dobra,
	
Thanks for talking with me yesterday about potential DNR-DOT coordination items for the I94, East-West, project:
	

•	 Threatened and Endangered Species [clarification: Butler’s Gartersnakes not present. Wafer Ash and Peregrine Falcons outside of ROW.] 

•	 Cursory review indicates no DNR grant funded public recreational facilities (4f/6f) 

•	 DNR Hank Aaron State Trail (HAST) south of I94 corridor 

•	 Complete Streets – any opportunities to connect HAST with neighborhoods north of I94 and other parks/trails? 

•	 Remediation and Redevelopment and Solid Waste 

•	 Relocations and demolition – asbestos abatement 

•	 DNR and DOT CO are reviewing Air impact assessment methodologies 

•	 Flooding and Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District (MMSD) flood control projects 

•	 DNR and DOT CO are developing guidance for new stormwater Total Maximum Daily Limits (TMDLs), Waste Load Allocations, and Municipal Separate 

Storm Sewer System (MS4) permits 

•	 Stadium District stormwater management 

•	 Canadian Pacific Railroad Bridge over the Menomonee River piers that create turbulent erosive river flow 

•	 Menomonee River concrete removal for flood control and aquatic habitat improvement 

•	 Wetlands 

•	 American Transmission Company (ATC) transmission lines 

Mike 

(414) 303-3408 

1 
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WisDOT Response to Coordination Items Identified by DNR on 8/15/2012 

I-94 East-West Corridor Study, Project ID 1060-27-00 

1.	� Threatened and Endangered Species [clarification: Butler’s Gartersnake habitat not present. 

Wafer Ash and Peregrine Falcons outside of ROW.] 

Response: WisDOT rare species survey was performed in June 2012 based on DNR BER’s 

June 7, 2012 letter. One special concern species (wafer ash) and one threatened species 

(pale purple coneflower) were located in the field. Butler’s Gartersnake habitat was also 

field identified. 

2.	� Cursory review indicates no DNR grant funded public recreation facilities [4(f)/6(f)] 

Response: WisDOT’s review also found no public recreation facilities funded by LWCF 

funds. The Hank Aaron State Trail extension that crosses under I-94 on 42
nd 

Street is not 

funded by LWCF or other special federal funding sources. Per the MOA signed by 

WisDOT and DNR during the Zoo Interchange study, the Hank Aaron State Trail is not a 

Section 4(f) facility. 

3.	� DNR Hank Aaron State Trail (HAST) south of I-94 corridor 

Response: WisDOT is aware of the trail. No impacts to the trail are anticipated. 

4.	� Remediation and Redevelopment and Solid Waste 

Response: WisDOT will conduct a Phase 1 hazardous material assessment as part of the 

corridor study 

5.	� Relocations and demolition - asbestos abatement 

Response: if buildings are displaced, WisDOT will complete asbestos survey prior to 

demolition. Asbestos surveys will also be completed for all bridges within the study 

limits during this project. 

6.	� DNR and DOT CO are reviewing Air impact assessment methodologies 

Response: WisDOT’s study team will keep in contact with WisDOT CO on this issue 

7.	� Flooding and Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District (MMSD) flood control projects 

Response: WisDOT will coordinate with MMSD on future flood control measures 

8.	� DNR and DOT CO are developing guidance for new stormwater Total Maximum Daily Limits 

(TMDLs), Waste Load Allocations, and Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permits 

Response: WisDOT’s study team will keep in contact with WisDOT CO on this issue 

9.	� Stadium District stormwater management 

Response: WisDOT study team is obtaining stormwater management info for Miller Park 

and its parking lots 

10.	�Canadian Pacific Railroad Bridge over the Menomonee River piers that create turbulent erosive 

river flow 

Response: Although it’s early in the alternatives development process, WisDOT does not 

envision any project-related impacts to this bridge 
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11. Menomonee River concrete removal for flood control and aquatic habitat improvement 

Response: WisDOT is aware of MMSD plans to remove concrete lining in the 

Menomonee River between I-94 and Wisconsin Avenue. 

12. Wetlands 

Response: several small, low-quality wetlands were identified in the project area during 

June 2012 preliminary wetland boundary mapping. 

13. American Transmission Company (ATC) transmission lines 

Response: WisDOT will work with ATC to avoid or minimize overhead transmission line 

relocation. 
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State of Wisconsin 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES Scott Walker, Governor2300 N. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive Cathy Stepp, SecretaryMilwaukee WI 53212-3128 

Telephone 608-266-2621
 
Toll Free 1-888-936-7463
 

TTY Access via relay - 711
 

 

October 1, 2012 

Ms. Dobra Payant, PE 
WisDOT Southeast Region 
141 NW Barstow Street 
Waukesha WI  53187-0798 

Dear Ms. Payant: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Coordination Plan and Impact Analysis  
Methodology for the I-94 East-West Freeway Study (70th 

Street � 25
th 

Street), Milwaukee Co. The collaborative 

Cooperative Agreement between the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and Wisconsin Department of  
Transportation is described in the Plan. The Department shares the commitment to coordination and planning that 

protects public health and safety, maximizes the use of existing infrastructure, and conserves resources that 

support a sustainable high quality of life.  

The Department offers the following Impact Analysis Methodology comments: 

Section 13 Water Resources Impact Methodology 

Clean Water Act, Section 303(d), impaired water bodies are present within the Milwaukee River Basin and Study 

area
1
.  The Environmental Protection Agency requires a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) analysis for 

impaired water bodies to establish the pollutant reductions needed to meet water quality goals.  The Milwaukee 

Metropolitan Sewerage District is developing TMDLs as a third party on behalf of the Wisconsin Department of 

Natural Resources for the Menomonee River, Kinnickinnic River, and Milwaukee River Watersheds, and for the 

Milwaukee Harbor Estuary. Fecal coliform bacteria, phosphorous, and sediment are the pollutants of interest. 
Draft Waste Load Allocations will be prepared October 2012. A Draft Implementation Plan is anticipated 

January 2013. A Final Implementation Plan is expected September 2013.  Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 

System (MS4) permits will incorporate TMDL requirements. The Departments of Natural Resources and 

Transportation are developing TMDL and MS4 guidance.  The Department recommends that the conceptual 

storm water quality evaluation consider TMDL and MS4 requirements and analyze the potential impact of 

proposed highway improvements on existing water quality conditions. 

Flooding concerns are present in the Study area.  The Department suggests the conceptual storm water 

management plan evaluate the potential impact of proposed highway facilities runoff release rates during 100-year 

and 2-year storm events.  This information may assist Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District and adjacent 

communities� management of flood control infrastructure.  The Department acknowledges TRANS 401  
Construction Site Erosion Control and Storm Water Management Procedures for Department of Transportation  
Actions and Facilities Development Manual requirements. 

1 
Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District Milwaukee River Basin and Map of Impaired Water Bodies 

http://v3.mmsd.com/AssetsClient/documents/waterqualityresearch/TMDL/ImpairedWaterBodies_MilwBasinTMDL.pdf 
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Section 16: Air Quality Impact Methodology 

The Environmental Protection Agency recommends that agencies begin using MOVES2010a (Motor Vehicle 
Emission Simulator) and EMFAC2007 (California Emission Factor) air quality models at the earliest practicable 
time for transportation conformity, general conformity, and National Environmental Policy Act purposes although 

the two-year grace period ends December 20, 2012
2
. 

Closing 

Thanks again for the opportunity to comment.  I look forward to reviewing the Study�s Draft Purpose and Need 
statement.  Please contact me by telephone (414) 303-3408 or email MichaelC.Thompson@Wisconsin.gov if I 
can provide further assistance.  I�d be glad to meet or speak with you. 

Sincerely, 

Michael C. Thompson 
Environmental Analysis and Review Team Supervisor 
Northeast and Southeast Regions 

Cc:	 Rebecca Graser, USACE 
Michael Leslie, USEPA 
Charles Warzecka, DHS 
Sharon Gayan, DNR 
Lloyd Eagan, DNR 
Joe Hoch, DNR 
Mike Halsted, DNR 

2 
EPA, Using the MOVES and EMFAC Emission Models in NEPA Evaluations, February 8, 2011, Memorandum 

http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/nepa/using-the-MOVES-and-EMFAC-emissions-models-in-NEPA-

evaluations-pg.pdf 

 

http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/nepa/using-the-MO�ES-and-EMFAC-emissions-models-in-NEPA
http:MichaelC.Thompson�Wisconsin.gov


 

  

    
   

 
     

   

  
    

   
    

    

   
  

      
    

  

    
   

 

  
  

  
 

   
  

  
  

 

   
   

  
 

  

  
    

 
   

State of Wisconsin 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES Scott Walker, Governor 2300 N. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive Cathy Stepp, Secretary Milwaukee WI 53212-3128 

Telephone 608-266-2621
 
Toll Free 1-888-936-7463
 

TTY Access via relay - 711
 

December 3, 2012 

Ms. Dobrogniewa (Dobra) S. Payant, P.E. Ms. Bethaney Bacher-Gresock 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration 
141 N W Barstow Street 525 Junction Road, Suite 800 
Waukesha, WI 53187 Madison, WI 53717 

Dear Ms. Pyant and Ms. Bacher-Gresock: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Purpose and Need for the IH-94 East-West Corridor 
Study, 70th St. to 25th St., Milwaukee. The Department concurs with the Purpose and Need and that safety, 
deteriorating bridges and pavement, obsolete design, traffic demand and efficient regional transportation system 
operations must be addressed.  Obsolete storm water management facilities should be improved in this drainage 
area where flooding occurs and the Menomonee River does not meet water quality standards. 

The Departments of Natural Resources and Transportation collaborate during transportation planning to develop 
projects that meet transportation needs, minimize adverse environmental impacts, maximize use of existing 
infrastructure, and consider stakeholder input and public opinion. The Department is committed to cooperation 
and planning to protect public health, safety, and the environment while conserving resources that support a 
sustainable, high quality of life.  

Please contact me at (414) 303-3408 or MichaelC.Thompson@Wisconsin.gov if I can provide further information 
and assistance. I would be glad to meet or speak with you. 

Sincerely, 

Michael C. Thompson 
Environmental Analysis Supervisor 

Cc: Kathleen Kowal, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Anthony Jernigan, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Mr. Christopher Hiebert, Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
Ms. Debra Jensen, Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District 
Kristina Betzold, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Bryan Hartsook, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Sharon Gayan, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Joe Hoch, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 

D-44

mailto:MichaelC.Thompson@Wisconsin.gov


 

  
 

 
  

 

  
     

   

 

  
  

  

  
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 

   
   

  
 

  

  
    

 
   

State of Wisconsin 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
2300 N. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive 
Milwaukee WI 53212-3128 

Scott Walker, Governor 
Cathy Stepp, Secretary 

Telephone 608-266-2621 
Toll Free 1-888-936-7463 

TTY Access via relay - 711 

July 1, 2013 

Ms. Dobrogniewa Payant, P.E. 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
I-94 East-West Study Team
141 NW Barstow St. 
Waukesha, WI 53187-0798 

Dear Ms. Payant: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft of Section 2, I-94 East-West, Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, Milwaukee. The Department concurs with the range of alternatives considered for the study. 

Please contact if I can provide further assistance.  I would be glad to speak or meet with you. 

Sincerely, 

Michael C. Thompson 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Office of Business Support and Sustainability 
(414) 303-3408 

Cc:	 Anthony Jernigan, USACE 
Kenneth Westlake, EPA 
Michele Curan, NPS 
Bethany Bacher-Gresock, FHWA 
Peter McMullen, DNR 
Mike Friedlander, DNR 
Joe Hoch, DNR 
Melissa Cook, DNR 
Kristina Betzold, DNR 
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State of Wisconsin 
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES Scott Walker, Governor 2300 N. Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. Drive Cathy Stepp, Secretary Milwaukee WI 53212-3128 

Telephone 608-266-2621
 
Toll Free 1-888-936-7463
 

TTY Access via relay - 711
 

July 17, 2014 

Ms. Dobrogniewa Payant, P.E. 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation
I-94 East-West Study Team
141 NW Barstow St. 
Waukesha, WI 53187-0798 

Dear Ms. Payant: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft Section 2 Alternatives Considered, I-94 East-
West, Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Milwaukee. The alternatives development and refinement process 
began in 2012.  All alternatives currently retained for further consideration include reconstruction to modern 
design and safety standards with eight-lane capacity expansion. 

At-grade and Double Deck alternatives are being considered in the west segment (70th St. to the Stadium 
Interchange). The At-grade alternative has two options: no interchange at Hawley Road or a half interchange at 
Hawley Road. The Double Deck alternative also has two options: the All Up and Partial Down options. The All 
Down option has been eliminated from consideration. On-alignment and Off-alignment near 25th St. alternatives 
are being considered in the east segment (Stadium Interchange to 16th St.) 

The Department concurs with the range of alternatives considered for the study. 

Please contact if I can provide further assistance.  I would be glad to speak or meet with you. 

Sincerely, 

Michael C. Thompson 
Supervisor - Bureau of Environmental Analysis and Sustainability 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
(414) 303-3408 

Cc:	 Anthony Jernigan, USACE 
Kenneth Westlake, EPA 
Michele Curan, NPS 
Bethany Bacher-Gresock, FHWA 
David Bizot, DNR 
Bryan Laude, DNR 
Kristina Betzold, DNR 
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From: Hiebert, Christopher T. [mailto:CHIEBERT@SEWRPC.org] 
Sent: Friday, July 12, 2013 3:15 PM 
To: Payant, Dobra - DOT 
Cc: Barth, Tony - DOT; Lynch, Jason - DOT; Heimlich, Brad; Webb, Charlie; DOT DTSD SE SEF I94EW 
Doc Control; Hoel, Ryan W.; Yunker, Ken 
Subject: RE: Confirmation of deadline extension for submittal of comments on draft Section 2 of DEIS 
for I-94 EW study 

Dobra, 

Please find attached a copy of Section 2 of the DEIS and MS Word document containing our proposed 
changes and comments. Thank you again for the extra time. 

Let me know if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Christopher T. Hiebert, P.E. 
Chief Transportation Engineer 
Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
W239 N1812 Rockwood Drive 
P.O. Box 1607 
Waukesha, WI 53187-1607 
Phone: (262)547-6722 x 227 
Fax: (262)547-1103 
chiebert@sewrpc.org 
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By Supervisors Weishan & Mayo 

A RESOLUTION
 
Opposing freeway expansion options for I-94 from North 25th Street to North 70th
 

Street that could detract from the quality of life of Milwaukee County residents.
 

WHEREAS, on December 27, 2007, the City of Milwaukee Common 
Council adopted file #071114, a resolut ion expressing the City' s opposit ion to 
the proposed reconstruct ion and expansion of Interstate 94 and its support 
for a new  strategic approach to transportat ion investments in Southeastern 
Wisconsin; and 

WHEREAS, a federal judge ruled that the State Department of 
Transportat ion’s Environmental Impact Statement support ing the $1.7 billion 
taxpayer funded rebuilding and expansion of the Zoo Interchange is def icient 
and violates federal law ; and 

WHEREAS, the Story Hill Neighborhood Association (SHNA) has expressed 
its opposition to the State DOT on freeway corridor expansion options for I-94 from 
North 25th Street to North 70th Street; and 

WHEREAS, the SNHA also expressed to the State that the I-94 freeway 
corridor must be designed and rebuilt within the existing footprint to maintain and 
preserve the quality of life and housing stock with no removal of homes; and 

WHEREAS, On December 3, 2008, the American Civil Libert ies Union 
of Wisconsin (" ACLU" ) f iled a complaint w ith the U.S. Department of 
Transportat ion' s Departmental Off ice for Civil Rights and the Federal 
Highw ay Administrat ion' s Off ice of Civil Rights relat ing to the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportat ion' s plans to reconstruct and expand I-94 
betw een the Mitchell Interchange and the Illinois State Line, construct a new 
interchange at Drexel Avenue and close a signif icant port ion of the 
interchange at S. 27th Street and I-894; and 

WHEREAS, The ACLU complaint  objected to WisDOT' s plans on civil 
rights and environmental just ice grounds, part icularly that WisDOT' s act ions 
have " both the intent  and effect of imposing disproport ionate and 
unnecessary harm upon the residents of the city of Milw aukee" ; and 

WHEREAS, the ACLU asserts that WisDOT has failed to consider or 
take act ions that w ould provide benefits to Milw aukee residents to offset 
the negative effects of its I-94 plans; and 
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45 WHEREAS, the ACLU alleged that WisDOT' s decision-making process 
46 regarding the project, and the decision itself , discriminates and violates Tit le 
47 VI of the Civil Rights Act and environmental just ice requirements; and 
48 
49 WHEREAS, the SHNA overall posit ion is to support making 
50 improvements to the I-94 corridor between 70th and 25th streets as necessary, but 
51 to otherwise rebuild the highway in the existing footprint, keeping all entrance/exit 
52 opportunities, except General Mitchell Boulevard, as is. The quality of life that the 
53 Story Hill neighborhood and our surrounding business districts and neighborhoods 
54 enjoy must not be reduced or worse, eliminated; and 
55 
56 WHEREAS, cost estimates for the project range from $370 million to 
57 reconstruct the freeway to its current configuration, to $1.2 billion to rebuild and 
58 expand the freeway (which includes sections of double-decking through the Story 
59 Hill neighborhood and moving the entire right-of-way in the Merrill Park 
60 neighborhood; and 
61 
62 WHEREAS, with the pending lawsuit concerning rebuilding the Zoo 
63 Interchange and more delays in completing the I- 94 North/South freeway through 
64 Racine and Kenosha counties, as well as other road projects proposed or already 
65 underway throughout the state, the SHNA does not believe a total rebuild of this 
66 freeway corridor is something taxpayers can afford at this time; and 
67 
68 WHEREAS, it is reasonable and prudent that a new balanced approach be 
69 taken that would take into account local roads, bridges, and other intermodal 
70 options now, therefore 
71 
72 BE IT RESOLVED, the County Board opposes freeway expansion options for 
73 I-94 from North 25th Street to North 70th Street that could detract from the quality of 
74 life of Milwaukee County residents. 



10602701-00030R-RDA25

ENVD-53



 

D-54
 



D-55
 



10602701-00370R-RDA06

PPR

D-56



10602701-00370R-RDA06

PPR



10602701-00370R-RDA06

PPR



10602701-00370R-RDA06

200 E. Wells Street
City of Milwaukee Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

53202 

Legislation Text 

File #: 011729, Version: 2
 

Number 
011729 
Version 
SUBSTITUTE 2 
Reference 

Sponsor 
ALD. MURPHY 
Title 
Substitute resolution setting forth the City of Milwaukee's position on the draft findings of a study 
entitled "A Regional Freeway Reconstruction System Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin", a.k.a. 
SEWRPC Planning Report No. 47, dated March 3, 2002. 
Analysis 
This resolution sets forth the official position of the City of Milwaukee regarding the draft findings of 
SEWRPC Planning Report No. 47, final draft dated March 3, 2002, entitled "A Regional Freeway 
Reconstruction System Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin". 
Body 
Whereas, The Secretary of the Wisconsin Department of Transportation in 2000 requested the 
Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission to lead a study entitled "A Regional Freeway 
Reconstruction System Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin" to prepare a plan and program for 

rebuilding the regional freeway system in the 21st Century; and 

Whereas, The study was requested due to the age of the 273-mile Southeastern Wisconsin freeway 
system and the need to reconstruct the entire system within the next 30 years; and 

Whereas, The study addressed the relative importance of the freeway system, obsolescence of the 
freeway system design, traffic congestion on the freeway system, and relative cost of rebuilding the 
freeway system; and 

Whereas, The City of Milwaukee was represented on the Study Advisory Committee and the Study 
Technical Subcommittee by Mayor John O. Norquist and Commissioner of Public Works, Mariano A. 
Schifalacqua; and 

Whereas, The study alternatives and preliminary study findings are presented in the final draft of 
SEWRPC Planning Report No. 47 – A Regional Freeway Reconstruction System Plan for 
Southeastern Wisconsin – Chapter VI – Design, Evaluation, and Consideration of Freeway System 
Reconstruction Alternatives, dated March 3, 2002; and 

Whereas, The Study Advisory Committee met on March 21, 2002, to review the findings; and 

Whereas, The Study Advisory Committee voted, with the City of Milwaukee representative and the 

City of Milwaukee Page 1 of 3 Printed on 2/12/2013 
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State of Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources representative voting "no" and the Milwaukee 
County representative "abstaining", to send three alternatives forward to all towns, villages, cities, 
and counties in the region for their review and comment back to the Advisory Committee prior to the 
alternative(s) being formalized and recommended to be included in the regional transportation plan; 
and

Whereas, The 3 alternatives sent forth included, in all cases, the reconstruction of the freeway system 
with design and design related safety improvements at a base cost of $5.5 billion with the taking of 
577 acres of land, 166 residences, 23 commercial/industrial buildings and 2 
governmental/institutional buildings, as well as adding additional freeway lanes to:

127 miles of the freeway system at an additional $ 700 million ($6.25 billion), and an additional 81 
acres of land, 50 residences, 8 commercial/industrial buildings, and 1 governmental/institutional 
building.  This alternative also requires the double decking of the freeway on I-94 between Miller Park 
and Hawley Road to accommodate the additional lanes.

121 miles of the freeway system (No widening on I-94 between the Zoo Interchange and the 
Marquette Interchange) at $90 million less than the 127 mile widening alternative ($6.16 billion) and 
22 less acres, 18 fewer residences, 5 fewer commercial/industrial buildings (all as compared to the 
127 mile widening alternative). This alternative also requires the double decking of the freeway on   I-
94 between Miller Park and Hawley Road to accommodate modern shoulder design standards unless 
design exceptions are requested and granted by the Federal Highway Administration.

108 miles of the freeway system (No widening on I-94 between the Zoo Interchange and the 
Marquette Interchange; no widening on I-43/94 between the Mitchell Interchange and the Marquette 
Interchange; no widening on I-43 between the Marquette Interchange and Silver Spring Drive) at 
$260 million less than the 127 mile widening alternative ($5.99 billion) and 46 fewer acres, 36 fewer 
residences, 8 fewer commercial/industrial buildings and 1 fewer governmental building (all as 
compared to the 127 mile widening alternative).  This alternative also requires the double decking of 
the 1-94 freeway between Miller Park and Hawley Road to accommodate modern shoulder design 
standards unless a design exception is requested and granted by the Federal Highway 
Administration; and

Whereas, Based on the presentation of the analysis it appears that none of the alternatives 
satisfactorily addresses the needs of the City of Milwaukee; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, that the City of Milwaukee supports the 
following modified alternative for further consideration in the analysis of the reconstruction of the 
Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Freeway System:

The reconstruction of the freeway system with design and design related safety improvements at a 
base cost of $5.5 billion with taking of 577 acres of land, 166 residences, 23 commercial/industrial 
buildings and 2 governmental/institutional buildings, as well as adding additional freeway lanes to 108 
miles of the Freeway System (No widening on I-94 between the Zoo Interchange and the Marquette 
Interchange; no widening on I-43/94 between the Mitchell Interchange and the Marquette 
Interchange; no widening on I-43 between the Marquette Interchange and Silver Spring Drive) at an 
additional $490 million over the base safety related alternative ($5.99 billion) and 35 additional acres, 
14 additional residences, no additional commercial/industrial buildings and no additional 
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governmental buildings; and, be it 

Further Resolved, That the City of Milwaukee does not support adding lanes above design related 
safety improvements at a cost of $170 to $250 million when a minimal reduction in travel time is 
estimated for the affected areas; and, be it

Further Resolved, Furthermore that while the City of Milwaukee generally sees the benefit from 
upgrading freeway facilities to current standards where it makes sense, is in good judgement and 
adds value to the City, it does not condone actions simply for the sake of upgrading.  As such the City 
of Milwaukee does not support the double decking of the I-94 Freeway from Miller Park to Hawley 
Road simply for the purpose of meeting modern freeway shoulder design standards, due to the 
negative impacts such a double-decking would impose on the Story Hill Neighborhood including but 
not limited to noise, air quality, and aesthetics.

Requestor

Drafter
LRB02159-3
TWM/cac
4/9/2002
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From: Hatala, Carlen [mailto:chatal@milwaukee.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, April 10, 2013 12:09 PM 
To: Bacher-Gresock, Bethaney (FHWA) 
Cc: Genell Scheurell; mjarosz@uwm.edu; Draeger, Jim R - WHS 
Subject: I-94 Expansion (70th Street to 25th Street) Milwaukee County, WI 

Dear Ms. Bacher-Gresock: 

The City of Milwaukee Historic Preservation Commission understands that the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) is preparing to initiate consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act regarding 
the proposed expansion of the I-94 freeway near the VA Medical Center Grounds and Calvary Cemetery.  The 
Historic Preservation Commission and commission staff is concerned that the proposed expansion of the freeway 
could potentially impact the National Soldiers Home National Historic Landmark District and the locally designated 
Calvary Cemetery Historic District as well as the Story Hill neighborhood, a portion of which has been found to be 
National Register eligible.    

Please include Carlen Hatala, staff, and Matt Jarosz, chair, of the Milwaukee Historic Preservation Commission in 
your distribution list for public notices of any meetings, and for the circulation of any documents for comment.  All 
correspondence should be sent to: 

Carlen Hatala       Matt Jarosz 
Senior Planner        Chair, Milwaukee Historic 
Preservation Commission 
City of Milwaukee          2850 North Shepard Avenue 
Historic Preservation     Milwaukee, WI 53211-3433 
200 East Wells Street Room B-4     mjarosz@uwm.edu 
Milwaukee, WI 53202     (414) 736-1615 
Carlen.hatala@milwaukee.gov 
(414) 286-5722 

We look forward to participating as the review and consultation process moves ahead on this project. 

Sincerely, 

Carlen Hatala 

The City of Milwaukee is subject to Wisconsin Statutes related to public 
records.  Unless otherwise exempted from the public records law, 
senders and receivers of City of Milwaukee e-mail should presume that e-mail is subject 
to release upon request, and is subject to state records retention 
requirements.  See City of Milwaukee full e-mail disclaimer at 
www.milwaukee.gov/email_disclaimer 
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From: Peter Daniels [mailto:pdaniels@westalliswi.gov]  

Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2013 1:02 PM 
To: Nguyen, David - DOT; Lynch, Jason - DOT 

Cc: Gutierrez, Roberto - DOT; Mohr, Bill - DOT; Gottlieb, Mark - DOT; Johnson, Dewayne - DOT 

Subject: West Allis Common Council passes resolution concerning I-94 East West Corridor 

The City of West Allis Common Council unanimously approved a resolution (10 to 0) on Tuesday, June 4 opposing any 

alternatives for the I-94 East-West Corridor that do not include separate access ramps at both 70
th

 Street and Hawley 

Road/60
th

 Street.  I have attached a signed copy for your use.  Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Peter C. Daniels, P.E.Peter C. Daniels, P.E.Peter C. Daniels, P.E.Peter C. Daniels, P.E.
Principal Engineer
City of West Allis Engineering Department
7525 W. Greenfield Avenue
West Allis, WI  53214
Phone: (414) 302-8374
Fax: (414) 302-8366
email: pdaniels@westalliswi.gov 
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From: Rouse, Deb [mailto:RousD@wawm.k12.wi.us] 

Sent: Thursday, September 06, 2012 1:53 PM 

To: diane@wawmchamber.com; Lynch, Jason - DOT 

Cc: Devine, Dan; Vissers, Brian 
Subject: FW: Attached Image 

Please see the attached comments from the School District of West Allis – West Milwaukee, et al. regarding the 2019 I-94 
Ramp Reconstruction and S. 70

th
 Street.  Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.  Thank you so much for

considering our comments! 

Deb 

Deborah L. Rouse

Director of Business Services

School District of West Allis - West Milwaukee, et al.

1205 S. 70th Street

West Allis, WI  53214

(414) 604-3031
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APPENDIX E 
Summary of Measures to Mitigate Adverse Effects

Resource  Measures to Mitigate Adverse Effects 

Land Use and Land Use 
Planning 

Where it is not possible to remain within existing right‐of‐way, FHWA and WisDOT would compensate property owners in accordance 
with applicable laws and regulations for land acquired from residences, businesses, utilities, and institutions (see Sections 3.4.3, 3.5.3, 
3.6.4, and 3.7.3). Some land currently used as highway right‐of‐way may potentially no longer be needed as right‐of‐way. WisDOT may 
declare the land excess right‐of‐way, and it could be converted to a different land use. 

Transportation Service  Section 3.27, Construction Impacts, describes measures to manage congestion during construction, which would be a result of lane 
closures on I‐94 and adjacent local streets. WisDOT will develop a transportation management plan to coordinate and manage impacts 
associated with construction.  

WisDOT and FHWA will coordinate with Canadian Pacific Railway to minimize interruptions to rail service while replacing the I‐94 bridge 
over the Canadian Pacific Railway. WisDOT and FHWA will also work with the Milwaukee County Transit System to minimize disruption 
to its routes during construction.  

Utilities  WisDOT will compensate utilities for relocating their facilities, if required. Most utilities that are currently in WisDOT’s right‐of‐way 
would be moved by the utility companies without compensation from WisDOT. WisDOT and FHWA will continue coordinating with 
utilities, municipalities, and the county to avoid or minimize interruptions in service during construction. 

Residential Development  Where it was not possible to avoid residences, federal property acquisition law provides for payment of just compensation for residences 
displaced for a federally funded transportation project (Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
as amended [Uniform Act]). Acquisition price, replacement dwelling costs, moving expenses, increased rental or mortgage payments, 
closing costs, and other relocation costs are covered for residential displacements.  

Under state law, no person or business would be displaced, unless a comparable replacement dwelling, business location, or other 
compensation (when a suitable replacement business location is not available) would be provided. Compensation is available to all 
displaced persons without discrimination. Prior to appraisals and property acquisition, an authorized relocation agent would interview 
each owner and renter to be relocated in order to determine their needs, desires, and unique situations associated with relocating. 
The agent would explain the relocation benefits and services each owner may be eligible to receive.  

Property acquisitions not involving residential, business, or other building relocations are also compensated in accordance with state and 
federal laws. Before initiation of property acquisition, WisDOT provides information explaining the acquisition process and the state’s Eminent 
Domain Law under Section 32.05, Wisconsin Statutes. A professional appraiser inspects the property to be acquired. Property owners are 
invited to accompany the appraiser to ensure that full information about the property is taken into consideration. Property owners may also 
obtain an independent appraisal. Based on the appraisal, the value of the property is determined and that amount offered to the owner. If 
agreement on fair market value cannot be reached, the owner would be advised of the appropriate appeal procedure.  

A search of available housing from local realtor listings in June 2013 reported more than 47 homes of similar price ($50,000 to $200,000) to 
those that would be displaced, within roughly 1 mile of I‐94 west of US 41/Miller Park Way. A search of replacement rental housing 
revealed 23 rental properties similar to the units that would be displaced. One‐, two‐, and three‐bedroom units are within study area ZIP 
codes (53215, 53214, 53213, 53208, and 53233), starting at $400 per month. Replacement rental housing available includes duplexes and 
apartment buildings. 
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Resource  Measures to Mitigate Adverse Effects 

Septic tanks, drain fields, or wells on acquired properties would be abandoned in accordance with state regulations and local zoning
standards. WisDOT will survey all buildings to be demolished to determine whether asbestos or lead paint is present. All appropriate 
and applicable engineering and regulatory controls will be followed during the handling and disposal of asbestos‐containing material 
and lead‐based paint. Contractors must comply with regulations of the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA); 
National Emission Standards for Asbestos; the Occupational, Safety, and Health Administration regulations on asbestos removal; local 
government regulations; and all other applicable regulations. The most recent editions of all applicable standards, codes, or regulations 
shall be in effect. Persons performing asbestos abatement must comply with all training certification requirements, rules, regulations, 
and laws of the State of Wisconsin regarding asbestos removal. 

Before a contractor demolishes a building that may contain or is known to contain asbestos, the contractor must notify the Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) and the Wisconsin Department of Health and Family Services at least 10 working days before 
starting the work, using WDNR Form 4500‐113: “Notification of Demolition and/or Renovation and Application for Permit Exemption.” 

Demographic data for the areas in which residential displacements would occur do not indicate age, disability, or income characteristics that 
would require special relocation consideration or services. If unusual circumstances were to arise during real estate activities, WisDOT 
real‐estate personnel would be available to provide appropriate relocation services. 

Commercial and 
Industrial Development 

Where it was not possible to avoid properties, commercial and industrial acquisitions and relocations would be in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended. In addition to providing just 
compensation for property acquired, additional benefits are available to eligible displaced businesses, including relocation advisory 
services, reimbursement of moving expenses, and down‐payment assistance. Under state law, no person would be displaced unless a 
comparable business location or other compensation (when a suitable business location replacement is not practical) is provided. 
Compensation is available to all displaced businesses without discrimination.  

Before initiating property acquisition activities, property owners would be contacted and given a detailed explanation of the acquisition 
process and Wisconsin’s Eminent Domain Law under Section 32.05, Wisconsin Statutes. Any property acquired would be inspected by 
one or more professional appraisers. The property owner would be invited to accompany the appraiser during the inspection to ensure 
that the appraiser is informed of every aspect of the property. Property owners will be given the opportunity to obtain an appraisal by 
a qualified appraiser that will be considered by WisDOT in establishing just compensation. Based on the appraisal, the value of the 
property would be determined and that amount offered to the owner. 

Before a contractor demolishes a building that may contain or is known to contain asbestos, the contractor must notify WDNR and the 
Wisconsin Department of Health and Family Services at least 10 working days before starting the work, using WDNR Form 4500‐113: 
“Notification of Demolition and/or Renovation and Application for Permit Exemption.” 

There are no known age, ethnic, handicapped, or minority characteristics that would require special relocation consideration for any 
business displacement. Three businesses would be potentially difficult to relocate. Monreal’s Encore Gentlemen’s Club, an adult 
entertainment club, requires an adult entertainment license to operate. The adult entertainment license is applied for by the 
owner/tenant at the time of application. The application process may add several months to a year to the relocation process for this 
particular business, and it historically has been difficult for such businesses to find new locations. Badger Truck Center, Inc., and Central 



APPENDIX E—MEASURES TO MITIGATE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

  E‐3 

APPENDIX E 
Summary of Measures to Mitigate Adverse Effects

Resource  Measures to Mitigate Adverse Effects 

Bark Doggy Day Care are franchisee establishments that operate within a designated territory. As part of their franchise agreements, 
they are not allowed to relocate within a specified distance of another franchisee.  

A search of a commercial realty website in June 2013 listed more than 32 commercial/industrial locations in the City of Milwaukee that 
would be adequate replacement sites for some businesses that would be displaced as a result of the project (NAI MLG Commercial, 
Inc.). There is one walk‐in medical clinic (Concentra Urgent Care) and one veterinary office (St. Paul Veterinary Clinic) that would be 
displaced. A search of a commercial realty website in June 2013 listed 12 medical offices available for lease. One gas station in the 
project area may be displaced. A search in June 2013 listed three gas stations for sale in the City of Milwaukee, two of which are next to 
freeways, and two properties not currently gas stations that could be retrofitted to serve as gas stations (LoopNet, Inc.).  

Based on the listings, there is a sufficient amount of available properties for displaced businesses. However, the availability of vacant 
commercial and industrial locations is always in flux. As businesses relocate in the future, the number of business and commercial 
listings may change, but it appears likely that sufficient replacement business buildings will be available when required. 

If the At‐grade alternative is selected, with either no interchange at Hawley Road or a half interchange at Hawley Road, WisDOT would 
modify the I‐94 signage along key arterials to direct drivers to the 68th Street/70th Street interchange or the Stadium Interchange. 
If needed, traffic‐calming measures could be installed along residential streets adjacent to the Hawley Road interchange, like 
Main Street and Adler Street south of I‐94 and Dixon Street north of I‐94. 

Institutional and Public 
Services 

WisDOT and FHWA will compensate Girl Scouts of America for any land acquired as part of the project. WisDOT and FHWA will replace or 
compensate the Stadium District for Miller Park parking spaces that are lost, if any, and compensate the Stadium District for land that is 
acquired. WisDOT and FHWA will continue working with the Stadium District and the Milwaukee Brewers to develop a plan to efficiently 
unload the parking lots after games, while improving I‐94 capacity and safety. 

As requested by the VA (Appendix D, letter D‐27), WisDOT and FHWA will maintain the Zablocki Drive connection between Bluemound Road 

and the VA campus. The VA noted that this northern access route improves safety and traffic congestion on the VA Campus and allows for an 

additional evacuation route. It also provides access to the portion of Wood National Cemetery north of I‐94. Additionally, the VA asked that 

the Zablocki Drive access remain separate from Mitchell Boulevard due to conflicts during Miller Park events. All alternatives maintain this 

northern connection separate from Mitchell Boulevard. See Section 3.23.3, Cemeteries; Section 3.24.4, Historic Properties; and Section 4.5 of 

the Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for additional mitigation measures for the VA Campus. 
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Visual 
Character/Aesthetics 

Community‐sensitive design (CSD) efforts during final design will identify concepts for visual benefits and minimization of impacts 
resulting from a larger‐scale freeway. Previous CSD efforts on the Marquette Interchange, I‐94 North‐South Corridor, and Zoo 
Interchange projects provide CSD examples and best practices to draw from for this study. For these projects, CSD committees worked 
to identify aesthetic treatments and beautification measures that blend the highway corridor into the surrounding environment. A CSD 
committee will be formed for the I‐94 East‐West Corridor study. 

Potential mitigation measures include the following: 

 At the ends of streets that dead end at I‐94, install screening or plant vegetation to screen or block views. 

 Where there is room in the right‐of‐way near residences, consider installing screening or planting vegetation to screen or block 
views. 

 To reduce the size and contrast of large‐scale features, such as the structure wall, plant trees next to the structures to “soften” 
views of it, or between the structures and viewers to screen or block views of it.  

 Use concrete colors, patterns, and textures in a way that diminishes the apparent size of Double Deck alternative’s support walls 
and breaks up the long, horizontal nature of the walls.  

 Consider “windows” in the support wall to diminish the Double Deck alternative’s support wall’s mass and length, similar to what is 
used at the Marquette Interchange below 11th Street. 

 Use trees/shrubs where possible to screen/diminish the size of north‐facing walls of the double deck. 

 On the lower, south‐facing double deck wall on the south side of I‐94, consider screens or fences to break up the horizontal nature 
of the wall.  

 Plant evergreen shrubs and/or small trees in the area south of Story Parkway to block leaf‐off views. 

 Consider reinforcing a feeling of community by working with community/neighbors to devise a roster of potential plants. 

Surface Water and 
Fishery 

Per WDNR’s request, the project’s conceptual stormwater management plan should evaluate the impact of runoff release rates for 
100‐year and 2‐year storm events. The WDNR also asked that obsolete stormwater management facilities should be improved in drainage 
areas where flooding occurs. 

The Modernization Alternatives will increase impervious area and therefore increase the amount of stormwater runoff from I‐94 and 
the local roadway system. However, the alternatives will also provide the opportunity to best management practices (BMPs) to treat 
the runoff and bring I‐94 and the local roadway system in compliance with Wisconsin’s stormwater management regulations that limit 
the amount of pollution in runoff.  

Stormwater treatment measures will be further evaluated during the project’s final design phase. BMPs can be used for stormwater 
management. BMP options are described in the following list and shown in Exhibit 3‐26. For the purpose of this evaluation, the variety of 
stormwater BMPs are discussed as potential, but for water quality and quantity modeling, wet stormwater retention basins were used as 
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the most practical and efficient practice.

The following are the BMP options: 

 Retention Basins (Wet Detention Basins)—Retention basins have a permanent pool of water year‐round. The permanent pool 
allows pollutant particles in stormwater runoff to settle over an extended period of time. Nutrient uptake also occurs through 
increased biological activity.  

 Dry Detention Basins—A dry detention basin typically is designed to store runoff and discharge it slowly to reduce the peak 
discharge downstream. As normally designed, the basins typically have little effect on the volume of stormwater released to the 
receiving water. Peak flow reduction is often accomplished through use of a multistage outlet structure that allows increased 
discharge as water levels in the basin increase.  

 Infiltration Devices—Infiltration can be achieved through use of trenches or grass swales. Infiltration devices are used to slow the 
water flow so that more water is absorbed into the ground and more pollutants are removed from runoff. Due to the potential 
extent of contaminated soils throughout this project area, the use of infiltration devices may be discouraged. 

 Grass‐lined Ditches—This BMP generally helps reduce suspended solids to meet the regulatory goal of TRANS 401, which outlines 
stormwater management and erosion control procedures for WisDOT projects.  

 Trapezoidal Swale through Infield—This BMP combines grass ditch treatment with peak flow reduction and is considered the same 
level of suspended solid control as grass ditches. 

 Vegetated Rock Filters—This BMP may be used at outfalls to waterways or anywhere concentrated runoff leaves the right‐of‐way. 
It is similar in concept to a level spreader, which attempts to reintroduce sheet flow and provides a small amount of peak flow and 
volume reduction. 

 Swale Blocks/Ditch Checks—Swale blocks/ditch checks are small earthen berms constructed in the bottom of a ditch at regular 
intervals to detain runoff from frequent storms. This BMP provides peak flow reduction and may provide infiltration benefits 
depending on soil conditions. 

 In‐line Storage—This method is not desirable from a water quality standpoint, but would manage water quantity. Storm sewer 
pipes would be designed larger than normal to provide storage in the sewer during rain, and then the water is gradually released 
after the rain ends. 

 Biofiltration Basins—Biofiltration basins are similar to infiltration devices and appear from the surface to look like a garden area. 
They use engineered soil, underdrains, native vegetation, and shallow detention to allow flows to be stored on the surface and 
slowly infiltrate to the subsoils or in cases of contaminated or poorly drained soils, drain through underdrain to a storm sewer. In 
narrow or restricted land space areas, stormwater biofiltration systems may be used within ditch areas, between mainline and 
frontage road lanes, or within ramp areas. 
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To comply with State Statute 87.30 and NR 2161 and to address concerns raised by the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District 
(MMSD), WisDOT, and FHWA are investigating retention/detention basins to manage stormwater from the proposed improvements. The 
retention/ detention ponds would also improve water quality by allowing solid pollutants (sand, grit, etc.) to settle out of the water before 
it flows into storm sewers or streams. If the retention/detention ponds are built, WisDOT will provide landscaping around the pond. 
Potential locations for retention/detention basins include the following:  

 West segment—Biofiltration basins or retention basins may be placed between the ramps at the 68th/70th Street interchange. 
A few opportunities for retention are provided at the Hawley Road interchange, within the infields, east of Hawley Road, north of 
I‐94, and potentially south of I‐94. Stormwater from I‐94 in the area through the cemeteries would be best served using storm 
sewer conveyance to the ponds at Hawley Road. 

 East segment— Stormwater retention basins within the Stadium Interchange may be located between the freeway and ramps or 
under bridges within the WisDOT right‐of‐way. Two vacant MMSD parcels east of the Stadium Interchange may serve as potential 
locations for retention basins. East of the Stadium Interchange, stormwater retention basins may be located within areas of the 
existing I‐94 alignment where the proposed roadway is off‐alignment. Areas under bridges may also be used for stormwater 
retention and also provide the additional benefit of shading and reducing thermal pollution to the streams.  

As noted, MMSD is developing total maximum daily load (TMDL) limits as a third party on behalf of WDNR for the watersheds within 
the Milwaukee area, including the Menomonee River. The TMDL pollutants of interest are fecal coliform bacteria, phosphorous, and 
sediment. The preliminary TMDL report is anticipated late in 2014. In evaluating the proposed stormwater retention and/or 
biofiltration device locations, special consideration was given to address the removal of not only total suspended solids, but also 
phosphorus and fecal coliform bacteria. In the attempt to achieve a significant removal rate of each of the constituents, a secondary 
benefit of volumetric control results. The volume stored during the critical time period of the Menomonee River addresses concerns 
raised by MMSD regarding volumetric releases to the river.  

East of about 38th Street, I‐94 drains to a combined sanitary and storm sewer system. The drainage design team evaluated separating 
the freeway stormwater runoff from the combined sewer, with the desire to drain the treated runoff from the proposed stormwater 
ponds to the Menomonee River. A few potential obstacles were identified. The Menomonee Valley is adjacent to the freeway. The 
Valley has historically been used as a rail yard with tracks existing to this day. Potentially hazardous soils and materials are located 
throughout the valley area and could be situated between the freeway and the future storm sewer outfalls to the Menomonee River. 
There is potential for the proposed alternative to avoid conveyance to the river to provide the water quality/quantity controls within 
the WisDOT right‐of‐way and adjacent available open space.  

The Marquette Interchange Project introduced the stormwater management strategy (Marquette Approach) of separating the “first 
flush” or low flows of storm events to the combined sewer and allowing the higher and cleaner flows to discharge to the river. This was 
seen as a win‐win approach because MMSD would still treat the portion of stormwater runoff with the highest pollutant levels, but not 
be overtaxed with the higher flows. This example may be evaluated for this project during a later phase when the extent of 

                                                            
1 NR 216 says that WisDOT bridge “construction may not cause any obstruction to flood flows.”  
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contamination within the Menomonee Valley can be more adequately assessed. TMDL’s may offer a new challenge that should be 
evaluated with the Marquette Approach, as well as the costs involved in installing additional storm sewer to route the higher flows to 
the river. 

Environmental Corridors 
and Natural Areas 

There are no feasible Stadium Interchange options that could completely avoid impact to the linear primary environmental corridor. 
Alternatives were designed to minimize impacts to the primary environmental corridor in this location by clear spanning it. 
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Wetlands  Presidential Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires federal agencies to avoid, to the extent practicable, long‐ and 
short‐term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands. More specifically, the order directs federal 
agencies to avoid new construction in wetlands unless there is no practicable alternative. The order states that where wetlands cannot 
be avoided, the proposed action must include all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands.  

The Clean Water Act’s Section 404(b)1 Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill Material (40 CFR Part 230) are 
administered by USEPA and the Corps of Engineers. The guidelines state that dredged or fill material should not be discharged into 
aquatic ecosystems (including wetlands), unless it can be demonstrated that there are no practicable alternatives to such discharge, 
that such discharge will not have unacceptable adverse impacts, and that all practicable measures to mitigate adverse effects are 
undertaken. 

Compensation for unavoidable wetland loss will be carried out in accordance with the Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Wetland Mitigation Banking Technical Guideline developed as part of the WisDOT/WDNR Cooperative Agreement on Compensatory 
Wetland Mitigation and the regulations for compensatory wetland mitigation issued jointly by the Corps of Engineers and USEPA in 
May 2008 (33 CFR § 325 and 33 CFR § 332; and 40 CFR § 230 [April 10, 2008]). A wetland mitigation plan will be developed during the 
project’s design phase, in consultation with state and federal agencies. 

For cases in which onsite or near‐site opportunities for wetland mitigation are not available, WisDOT can debit the wetland loss at the 
closest established wetland mitigation bank. Onsite or near‐site opportunities were not considered for this project because it is not cost 
effective to develop a 0.1‐acre wetland mitigation site.  

The guideline provides ratios for wetland replacement versus wetland loss depending on where the mitigation is to be provided. 
The replacement ratios increase with the mitigation site’s distance from the impacted wetland.  

WisDOT has an established statewide wetland mitigation bank in Walworth County that has remaining acreage available for credit. 
Debiting wetland acreage credits from this bank will be used to mitigate the wetland losses from the project, which would be in 
accordance with the terms of the guideline. The Walworth County site is not in the same watershed as the project. 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

WisDOT will coordinate with WDNR to develop appropriate measures to mitigate adverse effects to Echinacea pallida, Oak 
woodland/Southern dry‐mesic forest, and fish within the Menomonee River. 

Bridges and culverts will be inspected to determine if any migratory birds are present. If swallows are present in the study area, 
WisDOT will remove their nests from the underside of bridges prior to construction, between August 20 and May 15. The nests are 
unoccupied during this period. After swallow nests are removed, WisDOT will place nets under the bridge to keep swallows from 
re‐establishing nests on bridges that are going to be removed. 

Noise  Based upon the requirements of 23 CFR 772 and within the framework of Facilities Development Manual 23 Noise, various methods
were reviewed to mitigate the noise impact of the proposed improvements. Among those considered were restricting truck traffic to 
specific times of the day, prohibiting trucks, altering horizontal and vertical alignments, property acquisition for construction of noise 
barriers or berms, property acquisition to create buffer zones to prevent development that could be adversely impacted, 
soundproofing public use or nonprofit institutional buildings (Land Use Activity Category D only), berms, and sound barriers. 
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Restricting or prohibiting trucks is counter to the project’s purpose and need. Design criteria and recommended termini for the proposed 
project preclude substantial horizontal and vertical alignment shifts that would produce noticeable changes in the projected acoustical 
environment. Due to right‐of‐way limitation, the construction of noise berms is neither feasible nor reasonable. Soundproofing was not 
considered because there are reasonable and feasible exterior measures. Therefore, only the construction of noise barriers was reviewed. 
Abatement is recommended only when it is feasible and reasonable to construct a noise barrier. 

Facilities Development Manual 23 Noise has established criteria for determining feasibility and reasonableness and is summarized as 
follows: 

 The barrier must provide at least 5‐decibel (dB) reduction to be considered feasible. 

 One receptor or common use area must meet the 9‐dB design goal for the noise barrier to be considered for reasonableness. 

 A noise barrier must reduce noise levels by at least 8 decibels for a receptor or common use area to be considered as benefited for 
the purposes of determining reasonableness. The total cost of the barrier may not exceed $30,000 per abutting residence. 

 If a common noise environment exists within the project termini, cost averaging of multiple barriers within the common noise 
environment may occur as part of the reasonableness determination. Noise barriers exceeding $60,000 per benefited receptor 
cannot be included in the cost averaging. The order of cost averaging of eligible multiple barriers will start with the most cost‐
effective noise barrier increasing to the second most cost effective barrier to the third, etc., until the average cost approaches or 
equals but does not exceed $30,000 per benefited receptor. The noise barriers included in the cost averaging may be carried 
forward for a determination of whether they will be incorporated into the project. The department must receive a vote of support 
for the project from a simple majority of all votes cast by the owners or residents of the benefitted receptors  

Noise barriers were analyzed at nine locations adjacent to the freeway system for both At‐grade options (no Hawley Road interchange; half 
interchange at Hawley Road) with the On‐alignment alternative. Noise barriers were analyzed at eight locations adjacent to I‐94 for both 

Double Deck options (all up and partially down) with the Off‐alignment alternative. 2  Table 3‐25 A through Table 3‐25 D present the results 
of the analysis, including barrier location, future Leq(1h) noise levels without and with a barrier, barrier length and height, estimated cost, 
number of residential units benefited, noise reduction provided by the barrier, and cost per residential unit for each alternative. For the 
At‐grade alternatives, all the nine barriers would meet WisDOT’s feasibility criteria. However, for the No Hawley Road interchange option, 
only five noise barriers would meet both of Facilities Development Manual 23 Noise’s definitions for feasible and reasonable noise 
mitigation. For the half interchange at Hawley Road option, four noise barriers would meet both of FDM 23 Noise’s definitions for feasible 
and reasonable noise mitigation. For the Double Deck all up and partially down options, 9 of the 10 noise barriers analyzed would meet 
WisDOT’s feasibility criteria. However, only three noise barriers for the all up option, and only two noise barriers for the partially down 
option would meet both of FDM 23 Noise’s definitions for feasible and reasonable noise mitigation. 

The final step in the reasonableness determination is to cost average the multiple noise barriers within the common noise environment 
on all noise barriers costing less than $60,000 per unit. Cost averaging did not provide additional benefits for the At‐grade (No Hawley 

                                                            
2 Noise barriers north and south of I‐94 between Hawley Road and General Mitchell Boulevard were not modeled due to the bi‐level roadways designed for these alternatives. 
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Road interchange) alternative with the On‐alignment alternative. Cost averaging for the At‐grade (half interchange at Hawley Road) 
alternative with the On‐alignment alternative provided cost reasonableness for one additional barrier. Cost averaging for the Double 
Deck all up and partially down options with the Off‐alignment alternative provided cost reasonableness for three additional barriers 
and four additional barriers, respectively.  

WisDOT is considering implementing an AASHTO recommendation regarding noise barriers located on bridges that could result in noise 
barriers not being constructed on bridges. Table 3‐26 A through Table 3‐26 D present the results of noise barrier analysis for each 
segment with the noise barriers removed from the bridges. All of the nine barriers for the At‐grade alternatives would remain feasible. 
However, only four noise barriers would be reasonable. The Double Deck all up and partially down alternatives would each lose one 
feasible and reasonable noise barrier. 

Based on the study and as shown in Tables 3‐25 and 3‐26, WisDOT is likely to incorporate the feasible and reasonable noise barriers 
into the project. During the design phase of the project, as locations of retaining walls are more accurately defined relative to the 
surrounding areas, the location of feasible and reasonable noise mitigation will be reassessed. If final design results in substantial 
changes in roadway design from the conditions modeled for the Draft EIS or Final EIS, noise abatement measures will be reviewed. 
A final decision on the installation of abatement measures will be made upon completion of the project’s final design and through the 
public involvement process, which will solicit the viewpoints of residents and property owners benefited by the construction of the 
feasible and reasonable noise barriers. 

Hazardous Materials  During design, WisDOT will develop remediation measures for contaminated sites that cannot be avoided. Disturbance near potentially 
contaminated sites will be minimized to the extent possible and practicable. As applicable, the contract special provisions will include a 
Notice to Contractor describing the potential contamination with names and locations of sites. The areas of potential contamination 
will be marked on the plan sheets with reference to check the Notice to Contractor in the special provisions. 

The regional WisDOT office will work with concerned parties to ensure that disposition of any petroleum contamination is resolved to 
the satisfaction of WDNR, WisDOT, and FHWA before acquisition.  

During the project’s real‐estate acquisition phase, WisDOT will survey all buildings and structures that need to be demolished to determine 
whether asbestos or lead‐based paint is present. All appropriate and applicable engineering and regulatory controls will be followed during 
the handling and disposal of asbestos‐containing material and lead‐based paint. Contractors must comply with USEPA regulations; 
National Emission Standards for Asbestos; the Occupational, Safety, and Health Administration regulations on asbestos removal; local 
government regulations; and all other applicable regulations. The most recent editions of all applicable standards, codes, or regulations 
shall be in effect. Additionally, any person performing asbestos abatement must comply with all training certification requirements, rules, 
regulations, and laws of the State of Wisconsin regarding asbestos removal. 

Special provision 203‐005, bid item 203.0210s, will be included in the construction plans to address asbestos abatement. 
The contractor will be responsible for completion of the Notification of Demolition and/or Renovation (WDNR Form 4500‐113). 

Cemeteries  Mitigation measures for the Wood National Cemetery and Calvary Cemetery are discussed in Section 3.24. WisDOT would maintain 
Zablocki Drive access either under or over I‐94. WisDOT will work with the VA and Miller Park Stadium District to provide a connection 
from the new service interchange to Wood National Cemetery (and the VA campus in general). WisDOT and FHWA will continue to 
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work with the National Cemetery Administration to determine the impacts of vibration from I‐94. Additionally, if the Double Deck
alternative is selected as the preferred alternative, WisDOT and FHWA will coordinate with the VA’s National Cemetery Administration 
during final design to develop a way to provide adequate turf in areas of Wood National Cemetery that would be shaded for all or most 
of the year. Potential mitigation options include developing an appropriate grass seed mixture and drainage improvement. 

No mitigation measures are planned for the Beth Hamedrosh Hagodel or Spring Hill cemeteries; however, coordination with all 
cemeteries near the project will continue throughout the design process and into construction. 

Historic Properties  As part of the ongoing Section 106 consultation, appropriate mitigation measures have briefly been discussed with Section 106
consulting parties, but they were reluctant to suggest specific mitigation measures until the Preferred Alternative is identified.  

Potential mitigation measures to address the adverse effects on historic properties from the Double Deck alternative include the 
following: 

 For Calvary Cemetery and Story Hill Residential Historic District 2 and 3, visual screening that minimizes the view of the freeway 
could be a potential mitigation measure.  

 For the Soldiers’ Home National Historic Landmark and National Register district, several mitigation measures have been discussed. 
One suggested mitigation measure would be for WisDOT/FHWA to fund improvements within the Soldiers’ Home National Historic 
Landmark.  

Appropriate mitigation measures will continue to be discussed with the Section 106 consulting parties as part of the consultation 
process, which is ongoing. The Section 106 process will culminate in an agreement document that will codify the specific mitigation 
measures to address the adverse effects on historic properties. 

Recreational 
Resources/Public Use 
Lands 

If 44th Street is closed during construction, WisDOT and WDNR will develop a detour route for the Hank Aaron State Trail extension that 
follows 44th Street. WisDOT would purchase a temporary easement from Milwaukee County in order to access Mitchell Boulevard 
within Mitchell Boulevard Park to reconstruct it. All sidewalks and landscaping along Mitchell Boulevard affected by the reconstruction 
would be restored. 

Construction  Noise 

To reduce the potential impact of construction noise, special WisDOT provisions would require operation of motorized equipment in 
compliance with all applicable local, state, and federal laws and regulations relating to noise levels permissible within and adjacent to 
the project construction site. All motorized construction equipment would be required to have mufflers constructed in accordance with 
the equipment manufacturer’s specifications or a system of equivalent noise‐reducing capacity. WisDOT would also require that 
mufflers and exhaust systems be maintained in good operating condition, free of leaks and holes. 

Vibration 

WisDOT will coordinate with adjacent property owners prior to construction to determine if any buildings near construction areas are in 
poor structural condition. WisDOT will meet City of Milwaukee vibration ordinances. 
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Resource  Measures to Mitigate Adverse Effects 

 

Air Quality 

Construction vehicle emission impacts could be mitigated through implementing and maintaining a comprehensive traffic control plan, 
enforcing emission standards for gasoline and diesel construction equipment, and stipulating that unnecessary idling and equipment 
operation is to be avoided.  

Several air‐quality construction mitigation best practices are available to assist in reducing diesel emission impacts from construction 
equipment. Off‐road diesel engines can contribute significantly to the levels of particulate matter and nitrogen oxides in the air. 
In recent years, USEPA has set emissions standards for engines used in most new construction equipment. However, construction 
equipment can last for a long time, and it may take several years before all equipment is furnished with engines that meet USEPA 
standards. To address this, WisDOT and FHWA can implement several strategies to reduce emissions from the older engines that are in 
operation today.  

Reducing pollutant emissions from older off‐road diesel engines can occur through a variety of strategies, including the following: 
reducing idling, properly maintaining equipment, using cleaner fuel, and retrofitting diesel engines with diesel‐emission control devices. 
By reducing unnecessary idling at the construction site, emissions will be reduced, and fuel will be saved. Proper maintenance of the 
diesel engine will also allow the engine to perform better and emit less pollution through burning fuel more efficiently. Switching to 
fuels that contain lower levels of sulfur reduces particulate matter. Using ultra‐low sulfur diesel does not require equipment changes or 
modification. Using fuels that contain a lower level of sulfur also tends to increase the effectiveness of retrofit technologies. 
Retrofitting off‐road construction equipment with diesel‐emission control devices can reduce particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, 
carbon monoxide, or hydrocarbons, in addition to other air pollutants. Diesel particulate filters can be used to physically trap and 
oxidize particulate matter in the exhaust stream, and diesel oxidation catalysts can be used to oxidize pollutants in the exhaust 

stream.3 In the final design phase, WisDOT will consider including the measures on a voluntary or mandatory basis. 

Fugitive dust impacts generated by construction would be mitigated by standard dust control measures. The measures may include the 
frequent watering of construction sites that have large expanses of exposed soil, watering debris generated during the demolition of 
existing structures, washing construction vehicle tires before they leave construction sites, and securing and covering equipment and 
loose materials prior to travel.  

Dust control during construction would be accomplished in accordance with WisDOT’s Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge 
Construction, which requires applying water or other dust control measures during grading and on haul roads. The location and 
operation of concrete batch plants would be in accordance with the Standard Specifications, and any special provisions developed 
during coordination with WDNR regarding air‐quality standards and emissions. Any portable‐material plants would be operated in 
accordance with WDNR air‐quality requirements/guidelines. Demolition and disposal of residential or commercial buildings is regulated 
under WDNR’s asbestos renovation and demolition requirements (Wisconsin Administrative Code, Chapter NR447). 

                                                            
3 USEPA. 2008. National Clean Diesel Campaign. http://epa.gov/otaq/diesel/index.htm. 
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Resource  Measures to Mitigate Adverse Effects 

Traffic 

During the design phase, WisDOT and FHWA would evaluate the diversion routes to determine if improvements to the routes are 
necessary. In addition to roadway improvements, signal timing modifications, temporary signals, parking restrictions, intersection 
improvements, incident management, and demand management options may be instituted during construction to ease potential 
congestion and delay. 

Freeway and local street lane closures would be staged to ease disruptions to the extent possible. Other mitigation measures may 
include the following: 

 Holding workshops to determine methods to reduce the effects of construction on area businesses, residents, commuters, 
community services, and special events. 

 Implementing a community involvement plan to inform the public, including radio, internet, print, and television. 

 Encouraging people to use transit or carpool through advertising, temporarily reduced rates, additional routes, and expanded or 
new park‐and‐ride lots. 

 Encouraging businesses to modify their work schedules and/or shipping schedules to avoid peak traffic hours.  

 Improving detour routes and other routes due to increased traffic resulting from freeway construction. 

Water Quality/Erosion 

Appropriate techniques and best management practices, as described in the WisDOT Facilities Development Manual, would be 
employed to prevent erosion and to minimize siltation to environmentally sensitive resources in the project area. Erosion control 
devices would be installed before erosion‐prone construction activities begin. 

WisDOT’s construction contractor would use standard erosion control devices and best management practices to reduce and control 
the deposit of sediment into environmentally sensitive resources before erosion‐prone construction begins. The construction 
contractor would be required to prepare an erosion control implementation plan that includes all erosion control commitments made 
by WisDOT while planning and designing the project. The construction plans and contract special provisions must include the specific 
erosion control measures agreed on by WisDOT in consultation with WDNR. WDNR will review the Erosion Control Implementation 

Plan.4 The following measures may be used during construction: 

 Minimizing the amount of land exposed at one time 

 Silt fencing 

 Sedimentation traps 

                                                            
4 Erosion control will be implemented in accordance with the WisDOT Facilities Development Manual, Chapter 10, Erosion Control and Stormwater Quality; Wisconsin Administrative Code Chapter TRANS 
401—Construction Site Erosion Control and Stormwater Management Procedures for Department Actions; and the WisDOT/WDNR Cooperative Agreement Amendment, Memorandum of Understanding on 
Erosion Control and Stormwater Management.  
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Resource  Measures to Mitigate Adverse Effects 

 Dust abatement 

 Turbidity barriers 

 Street sweeping 

 Inlet protection barriers 

 Temporary seeding 

 Erosion mats 

 Ditch or slope sodding 

 Seeding and mulching exposed soils 

Under revisions to the WisDOT/WDNR Cooperative Agreement, Memorandum of Understanding on Erosion Control and Stormwater 
Management, following construction, disturbed land would be re‐seeded with a mix of fast‐growing grasses. Drainage systems would 
be maintained, restored, or re‐established in a manner that would not impound water.  

Additional impact mitigation techniques during construction would include the following, as needed, at a particular location: 

 If dewatering is required, dirty water would be pumped into a stilling, or settling, basin before it is allowed to re‐enter a stream. 

 Trenched‐in erosion bales would be installed in areas of moderate velocity runoff; clean‐aggregate ditch checks would be installed 
in ditches with moderate‐ to high‐velocity runoff during and after construction; and ditches would be protected with erosion bales 
and matting in conjunction with seeding. 

 Storing and fueling construction equipment would be done in upland areas, away from environmentally sensitive areas. Accidental 
spills during refueling at construction sites or as a result of an accident involving hazardous material haulers would be handled in 
accordance with local government response procedures. First response would be through local fire departments and emergency 
service personnel to ensure public safety and to contain immediate threats to the environment. Depending on the nature of the 
spill, WDNR would then be notified to provide additional instructions regarding cleanup and restoration of any affected resources. 
The cost of cleanup operations is the responsibility of the contractor or carrier involved in the spill. Further, WisDOT’s Standard 
Specifications state that public safety and environmental protection measures shall be enforced by the construction contractor. 

 Contractors would be required to follow WDNR guidelines for ensuring that construction equipment used in or near waterways is 
adequately decontaminated for zebra mussels and plant exotics, including purple loosestrife and Eurasian milfoil. 

Material Source/Disposal Sites 

If any material sources are necessary to construct the project, appropriate erosion control measures would be applied to these sites during 
and following construction, and following use, such sites would be properly seeded, mulched, and protected from erosion. 

Any portable materials plants would be properly treated to prevent erosion, and WDNR would be able to review site plans, including 
any gravel‐washing operations, high‐capacity wells, and site closure/restoration. 
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Draft EIS Distribution List 
Federal Agencies 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
U.S. Department of Agriculture – Natural Resources Conservation Service 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 
U.S. Department of the Interior—Bureau of Indian Affairs 
U.S. Department of the Interior—Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior—National Parks Service 
U.S. Department of the Interior—Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
U.S. Department of Transportation (Federal Highway Administration) 
U.S. Department of Transportation (Federal Railroad Administration) 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
National Center for Environmental Health and Injury Control 

State Agencies 
Wisconsin Department of Administration 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation (various Bureaus) 
Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau 
Wisconsin State Historical Society 
Wisconsin State Reference and Loan Library 

Federal and State Elected Officials 
Governor Scott Walker 
Lieutenant Governor Rebecca Kleefisch 
Honorable Ron Johnson (U.S. Senator)  
Honorable Tammy Baldwin (U.S. Senator)  
Honorable Gwen Moore (U.S. Congresswoman) 
Honorable F. James Sensenbrenner (U.S. Congressman) 
Honorable Tim Carpenter (State Senator)  
Honorable Nikiya Harris Dodd (State Senator) 
Honorable Leah Vukmir (State Senator) 
Honorable Evan Goyke (State Assemblyman) 
Honorable Rob Hutton (State Assemblyman) 
Honorable Daniel Riemer (State Assemblyman) 
Honorable Joe Sanfelippo (State Assemblyman) 
Honorable Leon Young (State Assemblyman) 
Honorable JoCasta Zamarripa (State Assemblywoman) 
Honorable Josh Zepnick (State Assemblyman) 

Local Units of Government/Interest Groups 
City of Milwaukee (Mayor Tom Barrett) 
City of Wauwatosa (Mayor Kathleen Ehley) 
City of West Allis (Mayor Dan Devine) 
Milwaukee County (County Executive Chris Abele) 
Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
Village of West Milwaukee (Village President Ronald Hayward) 
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Repositories 
City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works 
Milwaukee County Department of Transportation 
Milwaukee Public Library – Central Library 
Milwaukee Public Library – Forest Home Branch 
Milwaukee Public Library – Washington Park Branch 
Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
West Allis Public Library 
Wauwatosa Public Library 
WisDOT Bureau of Technical Services 
WisDOT Southeast Region Office 



 

 

List of Preparers



 

 

List of Preparers 
Organization/Name  Primary Responsibility  Qualifications 

FHWA 

Bethaney Bacher‐Gresock  EIS review for environmental 
aspects 

B.S., Environmental Studies and Biology; 12 years of experience 
highway project development and environmental review 

Tracey Blankenship, P.E.  EIS review for environmental 
and design aspects 

B.S., Civil Engineering; 25 years of experience in highway project 
development and environmental review 

Wesley Shemwell, P.E.  EIS review for environmental 
and design aspects 

B.S, Civil Engineering; Experience since 1973 in highway project 
development and environmental review 

WisDOT 

Bureau of Technical Services 

Jay Waldschmidt, P.E.  EIS review for environmental 
aspects and legal sufficiency 

B.S., Civil Engineering; B.S., Mining Engineering; Experience since 
1989 in highway project development and environmental review 

Jim Becker  Cultural resource review  B.A. Organizational Management; experience since 2005 in 
archaeological and burial site resource issues, and environmental 
coordination and review 

Jason Kennedy  Cultural resource review  B.S., Archaeology; M.A., Anthropology; Experience since 2004 in 
cultural resource management

Carolyn Amegashie 

 

Review for environmental justice 
impact analyses. 

B.A., Management; M.A., Public Policy and Administration. 
Experience with WisDOT since 1992 as a program/planning/policy 
analyst 

Janet Nodorft  EIS review for environmental 
aspects related to public 
involvement, and indirect and 
cumulative impacts 

 

M.S. Adult Education; B.A. Business Administration;  3 years’ 
experience in policy development and environmental documents 
review  

 

Bureau of Project Development 

Will Anderson, P.E.  Liaison between WisDOT Central 
Office and WisDOT project team 

B.S. Civil Engineering; Experience since 1989 in traffic engineering, 
highway project development and management, policy and 
standards development and oversight 

Southeast Region 

Brian Bliesner, P.E.  Project Development Chief  B.S. Civil Engineering; 25 years’ experience in transportation project 
development, including environmental studies, design, and 
construction 

Jason Lynch, P.E.  WisDOT project supervisor; 
alternatives analysis, EIS review, 
public involvement 

B.S. Civil Engineering; experience since 1999 in design/construction 
related engineering 

Michael Treazise, P.E.  WisDOT project manager; review 
of alternatives analysis; EIS 
review, public involvement 

B.S., Civil Engineering. experience since 2002 in highway and rail 
project development, environmental studies, and remediation 
projects 

Dobra Payant, P.E.  WisDOT deputy project 
manager; EIS review, 
environmental impact analysis, 
agency coordination 

B.S. and M.S., Civil Engineering; 27 years of combined 
civil/geotechnical/environmental engineering experience, including 
7 years in transportation environmental studies 

Scott Lee  WisDOT SE region 
environmental coordinator 

B.S. Forestry; M.S., Plant/Soil Science; 8 years as WisDOT 
Environmental Coordinator; 26 years of experience in natural 
resources/environmental management and regulations compliance 
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Jacob Livermore, E.I.T.  Project Engineer  B.S Civil Engineering; 2 years’ experience in transportation 
design/construction engineering 

Keegan Dole, E.I.T. 

 

Project Engineer  B.S Civil Engineering; 2 years’ experience in Traffic 
Engineering/Design 

Andy Rohde, E.I.T.  Project Engineer  B.S Civil Engineering; 3 years’ experience in design/construction 
related engineering 

Sean McKinney. E.I.T.  Project Engineer  B.S Civil Engineering; 2 years’ experience in transportation 
design/construction engineering  

Dylan Gates  Project Engineer  B.S Civil Engineering; 1 year experience in Transportation 
Engineering/Design  

Sandy Ratz, P.E.  Utility coordination; EIS review  B.S., Civil Engineering, 28 years of engineering experience 

Michael Pyritz  Public involvement  B.A., Broadcasting and Electronic Communications. 1.5 years’ 
experience with WisDOT as a communication specialist‐ advanced. 
Previous experience includes positions in political offices and media 
outlets 

Mike Cape  Hazardous materials   M.S., Geology; 18 years of experience in contaminated site 
investigation/remediation 

Karla Leithoff  Wetland review and 
coordination 

M.S., Biological Science/Ecology‐Wetland Science emphasis; 
Experience since 1993 in wetland ecology, restoration 
design/management, transportation 

Hans Hallanger, P.E.  WisDOT SE Region stormwater 
and noise engineer 

B.S. Civil Engineering. Experienced in land development, grading, 
drainage, stormwater and erosion control since 1990 

William Mohr, P.E. 
WisDOT 

Major projects manager  B.S., Civil and Environmental Engineering 1987; experience in 
planning, project development, and construction of urban and rural 
highways 

Consultant Team 

Brad Heimlich, P.E. 
CH2M HILL  

Project manager; engineering 
studies; alternatives 
development; EIS preparation; 
public involvement 

B.S. Civil Engineering; 23 years’ experience in project management, 
alternatives development, and EIS preparation 

Ben Goldsworthy, AICP 
CH2M HILL  

Environmental impact analysis; 
EIS preparation 

B.A. Political Science; M.S., Urban and Regional Planning; 12 years 
of experience in transportation environmental studies, and EIS 
preparation  

Zach Bentzler 
CH2M HILL 

Environmental impact analysis; 
EIS preparation 

B.S. Geography; M.U.P., Urban Planning; 2 years of experience in 
transportation environmental studies and EIS preparation 

Mary Ellen O’Brien 
Transportation Environmental 
Management 

Environmental impact analysis; 
EIS preparation; agency 
coordination 

B.S. and M.S. Environmental Sciences; Ph.D. course work in Land 
Resources; Experience since 1976 in transportation environmental 
studies and EIS preparation 

Tom Pettit, P.E. 
CH2M HILL 

Design task lead; alternatives 
analysis, public involvement 

B.S. Civil and Environmental Engineering; 21 years’ experience 

Marty Hawley, P.E., PTOE 
HNTB 

Traffic task lead; traffic 
engineering and review of 
traffic/operational data 

B.S. and M.S. Civil Engineering; 16 years of experience in traffic 
engineering and freeway operations 

Rob Beuthling, P.E. 
HNTB 

Traffic operations analysis  B.S. Civil engineering; 14 years of experience in traffic operational 
analysis 

Charlie Webb 
CH2M HILL  

EIS task lead; environmental 
impact analysis; agency 
coordination public involvement 

M.S. Urban and Regional Planning; 21 years of experience in 
transportation environmental studies and EIS preparation 



LIST OF PREPARERS 

  

Organization/Name  Primary Responsibility  Qualifications 

Sara Orton 
CH2M HILL 

Historic resources  M.P.S. Historic Preservation; 15 years’ experience 

Kurt Farrenkopf, P.E. 
Kapur and Associates 

Technical services task lead, 
utility coordination, survey, 
public involvement 

B.S. Civil Engineering; 27 years’ experience in transportation 
facilities design and EIS preparation 

Steve Huberty, P.E. 
GRAEF 

Alternatives analysis, public 
involvement 

B.S. Civil and Environmental Engineering; 22 years’ experience in 
transportation facilities design and environmental studies 

Kathleen Matson, P.E. 
HNTB 

Alternatives analysis, public 
involvement 

B.S. Civil and Environmental Engineering; 13 years’ experience in 
transportation facilities design and environmental studies 

Jesse Duchow, P.E. 
HNTB 

Alternatives analysis, public 
involvement 

B.S. Civil and Environmental Engineering; 6 years’ experience in 
transportation facilities design and construction 

John Jaeckel, P.E. 
HNTB 

Air quality and noise impact 
evaluation 

B.S. Applied Science and Engineering; more than 38 years of 
experience in transportation air quality and noise mitigation for 
environmental studies and EIS preparation 

Carolyn Seboe 
HNTB 

Indirect and cumulative effects 
analysis 

B.S. Geography and Master Urban Planning; 7 years of experience 
working on community planning, environmental documentation, and 
transportation planning projects 

Joel Jurss, P.E. 
CH2M HILL 

Alternatives analysis  B.S. Civil and Engineering; 15 years’ experience 

Michael McQuillen 
Heritage Research Ltd. 

Historic resources  M.S. Historic Preservation; 15 years’ experience in cultural resource 
management 

John Vogel, Ph.D. 
Heritage Research Ltd. 

Historic resources  Ph.D. American History; 24 years’ experience in cultural resource 
management  

David Keene, Ph.D. 
Archaeological Research Inc. 

Archaeological resources  Ph.D. Anthropology UW‐Madison; 33 years’ experience in cultural 
resource management issues and EIS preparation 

Beth Foy 

Beth Foy & Associates, LLC 

Public Involvement  M.A. Public Administration, 25 years’ experience in planning and 
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 August 16, 2012 

 December 4, 2012 

 March 20, 2013 

 May 15, 2013 

 July 29, 2013 

 June 5, 2014 

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) Meeting Minutes and Attendance 

 August 16, 2012 

 December 4, 2012 

 March 20, 2013 

 May 15, 2013 
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 July 29, 2013 

 June 5, 2014 

Section 106 Consultation Meeting Minutes 

 July 15, 2013 

 August 29, 2013 

 September 23, 2013 

 October 15, 2013 

 November 19, 2013 

 January 10, 2014 

 February 13, 2014 

 April 22, 2014 

 May 9, 2014 

 June 10, 2014 

 August 5, 2014 

National Historic Landmark (NHL) and National Register Nominations 

Soldiers’ Home Historic District National Register Nomination, June 2005 

Soldiers’ Home NHL Nomination, August 2010 

Soldiers’ Home Reef NHL Nomination, December 1995 

Determination of Eligibility Forms 

Cavalry Cemetery, October 2013 

Spring Hill Cemetery, May 2013 

Story Hill Residential Historic District 1, March 2011 

Story Hill Residential Historic District 2 and 3, May 2013 

Beth Hamedrosh Hagodel Cemetery, October 2013 

Conceptual Stage Relocation Plan 

Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT). I‐94 East‐West Corridor Study: Conceptual Stage 1060‐27‐00. 
July 2014. 
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